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Pre-Construction Minor Works Approval Form 

Minor Works are defined as any low impact activities that are undertaken prior to the 
commencement of ‘construction’ as defined in the project’s applicable planning approval. 
However if Minor Works affect or potentially affect heritage items, threatened species, 
populations or endangered ecological communities, these works are defined as 
‘construction’ unless otherwise determined by the applicable planning authority. 

Minor Works approvals do not remove any obligation to comply with the project’s applicable 
planning approval conditions (including requirements prior to ‘any works’ commencing) or 
obtain any other applicable permits, licenses or approvals as necessary. 

This application and all supporting information must be submitted to TfNSW/the 
Environmental Representative as one (1) PDF file at least 10 business days prior to the 
commencement of the proposed Minor Works. 

Part 1: Application 

Contractor: John Holland & Laing O’Rourke joint venture (JHLOR) 

Project: Sydenham Station and Junction – Tranche 1B/1C 

Application Title: 

(e.g. Smith St trenching works) 
Invasive Minor Works within Archaeological Management Zones 

Application Number: 
SSJT1B-PCMW-007 

Doc Number: SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-REC-000004 

Application Date: 
Rev00 – 9 May 2019 

Rev01 – 13 June 2019 

Planning Approval: 

Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – Submissions and 
Preferred Infrastructure Report (SPIR) 

Sydney Metro City and Southwest Infrastructure Approval SSI-8256  

Minor Works Categories: 

 Highlight as applicable. 

 If Items 4, 8 or 11 are 
applicable, this form must be 
endorsed by an 

Environmental Representative. 

1. Survey, survey facilitation and investigations works (including road and building 
dilapidation survey works, drilling and excavation). 

2. Treatment of contaminated sites. 

3. Establishment of ancillary facilities (excluding demolition), including construction 

of ancillary facility access roads and providing facility utilities. 

4. Operation of ancillary facilities that have minimal impact on the environment and 
community. 

5. Minor clearing and relocation of vegetation (including native). 

6. Installation of mitigation measures, including erosion and sediment controls, 
temporary exclusion fencing for sensitive areas and acoustic treatments. 

7. Property acquisition adjustment works, including installation of property fencing 
and utility relocation and adjustments to properties. 

8. Utility relocation and connections. 

9. Maintenance of existing buildings and structures. 

10. Archaeological testing under the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation 
of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW, 2010) or archaeological 
monitoring undertaken in association with other Minor Works to ensure there is no 

impact on heritage items. 

11. Any other activities that have minimal environmental impact, including 

construction of minor access roads, temporary relocation of pedestrian and cycle 
paths and the provision of property access. 

Planning Authority 
Determination: 

Will the proposed works affect or 
have the potential to affect heritage 
items, threatened species, 

If ‘Yes’, this completed form must be endorsed by an Environmental Representative, 
approved by TfNSW and submitted to the applicable planning authority to determine 
that the works are not defined as ‘construction’. 

Yes – invasive works will occur within the Archaeological Management Zones as 
identified within the Sydney Metro Sydenham to Bankstown Submissions and 
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populations or endangered 
ecological communities? 

Preferred Infrastructure Report – Appendix I – Archaeological Assessment and 
Research Design Report.  

It is anticipated that there will be no impacts associated with the works that will affect 
State Heritage listed items, areas of known or expected Aboriginal archaeological 

potential, threatened species, populations or endangered ecological communities. In 
addition to the measures outlined with the Archaeological Method Statement, JHLOR 
will implement the Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Procedure V2 throughout these 

works. 

Part 2: Details 

Describe the proposed 
Minor Works: 

Including work methodologies, 
site location(s) and site 

description(s) (e.g. landscape 
type, waterways, etc.). 

Site Description Overview 

This overview is based on information from the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
Submissions and Preferred Infrastructure Report (SPIR). 

The Project area is within the rail corridor of the T3 Bankstown Line and is comprised of 
stations, overbridges, overhead wiring structures, track, services and ballast, extending 

from Sydenham Station to Campsie Station. Within the Project area, invasive works are 
proposed within the rail corridor between Sydenham and Campsie Stations, specifically 
within Archaeological Management Zones (AMZs) at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations 

as shown within the Sydenham to Bankstown Submissions and Preferred Infrastructure 
Report – Appendix I – Archaeological Assessment and Research Design Report) (AARD).  

It is noted that Belmore and Lakemba Station Precinct investigation works has been 
assessed separately under SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-REC-000014 SSJT1C Heritage 
Station Investigations (PCMW-014). 

 

T3 Bankstown Line Sydenham Station to Campsie Station 

The T3 line runs adjacent to a number of land zoning types between Sydenham Station 
and Campsie Station including industrial, business and community, infrastructure, 

residential and recreational.  

Roads cross the T3 line in a number of places, both by overbridges and underpasses. A 

number of footbridges also cross the T3 line along the length of its alignment. The T3 Line 
crosses the Cooks River in one location between Sydenham and Campsie. Other local 
waterways such as channels, culverts and stormwater systems are present along the 

alignment. 

The majority of vegetation in the survey area comprises exotic or planted native species on 
highly modified landforms. A number of Threatened Plant Communities, threatened plant 
species and habitat trees are within the rail corridor and project area. These areas are 

outside of the Archaeological Management Zones and are therefore not addressed within 
this PCMW.  

 

Marrickville  

Marrickville station is located east of the Illawarra Road Overbridge. The station area is 

bound to the north by a multi-storey residential apartment building, located on the corner of 
Illawarra Road and Byrnes Street, to the south of Station Street and residential dwellings 
fronting Leofrene Avenue, and to the west by Illawarra Road. 

Marrickville Railway Station Group is listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) (01342), 

Marrickville Local Environment Plan (LEP) (I89) and RailCorp s.170 NSW State agency 
heritage register (4801100). 

Marrickville Station is located on the edge of Marrickville town centre which includes a wide 
variety of commercial and retail premises. Marrickville town centre is surrounded by a 
variety of housing, including detached and attached dwellings, and apartment buildings. 

 

Canterbury 

Canterbury Station is located to the north-west of the Canterbury Road overbridge. The 
station area is bounded by Broughton Street to the north, a large mixed used development 
fronting Charles Street to the south, and Canterbury Road to the east. The station entrance 

is on Canterbury Road. 

Canterbury Railway Station Group is listed on the State Heritage Register (SHR) (01109), 
Canterbury LEP (I67) and RailCorp s.170 NSW State agency heritage register (4801100) 

Traditional commercial land uses are located to the north-east of the station, along 
Canterbury Road and Jeffrey Street. Residential land uses are located to the north, east 
and south of the station. A number of multi-storey residential and mixed use apartment 

buildings are being constructed in the area. 

 

Description of Works 

This PCMW relates to invasive minor works within the Marrickville and Canterbury 

Archaeological Management Zones (AMZ) as described within the AARD. These works are 
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being undertaken to inform detailed design. 

Any other works within the AMZs will be undertaken under a seperate Archaeological 
Method Statement and either another PCMW or the Construction Environment 
Management Plan and the Construction Heritage Management Plan. 

 

The extent of the AMZs is shown in Appendix 1. 

 

JHLOR’s Heritage Consultant has assessed the below activities and has deemed that they 
are appropriate to carry out under Pre-Construction Minor Works where the appropriate 
mitigation measures are applied. A Heritage Impact Assessment and Archaeological 

Method Statement have been produced. Refer to Appendix 5 for these documents. 

 

In accordance with the requirements of the SSI-8256 Instrument of Approval, JHLOR will 

consult with the Office of Environment and Heritage – Heritage Division and seek 
determination from the Department of Planning and Environment that these works are 
deemed low impact activities and not Construction, as defined under the Instrument of 

Approval. 

 

A number of activities will be undertaken as part of these works. These activities are 

described below. 

 

Investigative boreholes 

Two types of boreholes are proposed to be undertaken during the investigative works: 

 Type B – Standard Penetrometer Test (SPT) / Dynamic Cone Penetration Test 
(DCP) to refusal. Hole to be grouted upon completion 

 Type C – Augered Borehole (Up to 10m deep or 500mm into Class 1 
Sandstone). Core drill in rock for a length of up to 10m including logging, point 
load strength tests at 1m intervals. 

A truck mounted drill rig will be used to undertake the testing. 

For the purpose of this PCMW, both types of boreholes are simply indicated as a 
“Borehole” within the Appendix 1 ECMs. 

 

Non-destructive potholing / slit trenches for the location of utility services 

Non-destructive digging will be undertaken to confirm and record the location and depth of 
buried utility services within the rail corridor.  

All utility services disturbed or potholed during the work will be fully reinstated to the utility 
service owner’s current standards, at the completion of works. 

A vacuum truck will be used to undertake the works. All material removed will be disposed 
of in accordance with the NSW EPA Waste Classification Guidelines. 

Works will occur is small slit trenches in a number of locations. Potholing will also occur 

within “Potholing Zones” in other locations where service information is not reliable. Both 
are shown in Appendix 1. 

 

Vegetation Clearing 

Two areas of vegetation will be removed at Marrickville to allow safe access to the 

borehole test locations. Where possible, clearing will be limited to removal of vegetation by 
whipper snipper. However, where robust vegetation presents a risk to safe access an 
excavator may be used to clear the top soil and roots of vegetation within these areas. This 

will occur to a depth of approximately 200mm. 

It is noted that a qualified ecologist will undertake pre-clearing inspections in accordance 
with REMM B2. An ecologist would also be present during the clearing of native vegetation 
or removal of potential fauna habitat in accordance with REMM B6. 

This activity does not include the removal of any threatened species, population or 
endangered ecological community including but not limited to; 

- Turpentine - Grey Ironbark open forest on shale  

- Broad-leaved Ironbark - Grey Box 

- Degraded Turpentine - Grey Ironbark open forest on shale 

Areas of clearing are shown in Appendix 1. 

 

Erosion and Sediment Controls 

Erosion and sediment controls will be installed progressively as the site establishment 

works continue. Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (ESCPs) will be developed prior to 
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the works. Controls may include; 

- Sediment fence 

- Coir logs/silt socks 

- Sandbags 

- Geofabric 

- Drain guards 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plans will be provided to the Environmental Representative 
prior to works occurring within an area. 

Trucks will be used to transport materials associated with the above.  

 

Soil Resistivity Testing 

Soil conductivity testing will occur in the Canterbury AMZ. This activity involves inserting 
three metal rods with an approximate diameter of 15mm into the ground to a depth of 
approximately 300mm. A device is then used to measure the conductivity/resistivity of the 

soil. This is a very minor activity that would not be specifically mentioned within the EIS or 
SPIR, however the activity is consistent with investigation activities as described within the 
EIS. Refer to Appendix 1 for the proposed location. 

 

Plant List 

Plant and equipment anticipated to be used during the investigative works include: 

 Delivery truck 

 Excavators (5t-13t) 

 Drill Rig 

 Potable drill rig 

 Vacuum Truck 

 Whipper Snippers 

 Site utes 

 2t tipper 

 Portable lighting towers 

 13t Bogie Trucks or dump trucks 

 Hand tools 

 Water cart/trailer 

 

Working Hours 

The majority of these works would occur during standard construction hours as identified 
within the planning approval. Any works to occur outside of standard construction hours 

would occur under an Out of Hours Work Approval in accordance with the Sydney Metro 
City & Southwest Out of Hours Work Protocol.  

 

General Notes 

All plant would access site via existing Sydney Trains access gates. 

The above list does not include activities approved under any other Pre-construction Minor 

Works Approval form. Any works undertaken outside of standard construction hours will be 
accounted for within a single OOHW assessment for all OOHW to occur within the same 
period, as such, noise modelling will be undertaken holistically. There are no other known 

cumulative impacts with works under other current or planned PCMW. 

All works will comply the requirements of the Archaeological Method Statement. 

JHLOR is responsible for the actions of its employees, workers and subcontractors. 

JHLOR is not responsible for the actions of other parties including but not limited to 
Sydney Trains and utility owners. 

Planned Commencement 
Date: 

Works will commence on the 17th of June 2019. Some components of the works, such as 
the sediment controls may remain in-situ long term, as agreed with Sydney Metro. 

Local Sensitivities: 

Describe the presence (if any) 
of local sensitive environmental 
areas and community receptors 

T3 Line between Sydenham Station and Campsie Station 

 There are a number of residential properties located within close proximity to the work 
locations as can be seen within Appendix 1. Due to the proximity of these receivers to 
the works, these properties may be sensitive to excessive noise, particularly during 
OOHW. Any potential impacts to these properties will be managed in accordance with 

the Construction Noise and Vibration Strategy, including relevant notifications. There 
are no vibratory activities associated with the works. Noise and vibration will also be 
managed in accordance with the following criteria; 
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o Construction ‘Noise affected’ noise management levels established 
using the Interim Construction Noise Guideline (DECC, 2009); 

o Vibration criteria established using the Assessing vibration: a technical 
guideline (DEC, 2006) (for human exposure); 

o (BS 7385 Part 2-1993 “Evaluation and measurement for vibration in 

buildings Part 2” as they are “applicable to Australian conditions”; and 

o The vibration limits set out in the German Standard DIN 4150-3: 

Structural Vibration- effects of vibration on structures (for structural 
damage). 

 Preliminary environmental site assessment identified the potential risk of 
contamination within the investigation area, with potential contamination sources being 

historical rail activities, and commercial and residential land use in surrounding areas. 
Potential contaminants identified in low to medium risk areas included: 

o Asbestos 

o Hydrocarbons 

o Heavy metals 

o Herbicides. 

Works will occur under the JHLOR unexpected contamination finds procedure.  

 One medium to high risk area of contamination was identified between Sydenham and 
Marrickville Stations, originating from a property adjacent to the rail corridor at 361 
Victoria Road, Marrickville. Potential contaminants include; 

o Asbestos 

o Petroleum aromatic hydrocarbons in groundwater 

JHLOR has a qualified occupational hygienist on the project site, any asbestos 

containing material or spoil suspected to be contaminated by asbestos found during 
the works will be segregated, labelled and tested and disposed of in accordance with 
the NSW EPA Waste Classification Guidelines. 

Dewatering of groundwater is not expected to be required. Any groundwater 

encountered within this area that must be dewatered will be dewatered into a 
container and removed as liquid waste under the NSW EPA Waste Classification 
Guidelines. 

 Works will occur within archaeological investigation zones as defined in the AARD. 
These works are considered appropriate if undertaken in accordance with the 
Archaeological Method Statement within Appendix 5.  

 Two areas that potentially contain aboriginal archaeology, known as PADs (Potential 
Archaeological Deposit) are located within the EIS study area. PAD01 is located 

outside the Project boundary at Belmore. PAD02 is located within the Project 
boundary at Punchbowl. No works will occur in these areas. 

 A number of areas of Endangered Ecological Community (EEC) under the TSC Act 
have been identified within the vicinity of the work zone. No works will occur within the 
EEC areas. 

 Localised erosion and sediment controls will be in place at all locations where 
materials associated with the works may leave the corridor, including via stormwater 

drainage.  

 A visual assessment of any vegetation to be cleared will be undertaken as part of the 
JHLOR Vegetation Removal and Trimming Approval 

 Lighting towers will be pointed away from receivers to minimise light spill impacts. 

 No roadways or footpaths will be blocked as part of the works.  

 

Part 3: Environmental Risk Assessment and Management 

Prepare an Environmental Risk Assessment (in accordance with the Sydney Metro Risk Management Standard) and an 

Environmental Control Map for the proposed Minor Works and attach as Appendix 1. 

If an Environmental Risk Assessment and/or an Environmental Control Map for the proposed Minor Works is/are already 

contained in existing documentation, attach the relevant section(s) as Appendix 1. 

Documentation: 

List any existing documents 
(including those referenced 

above) that the proposed Minor 
Works will be undertaken in 
accordance with and attach as 

Appendix 2 (e.g. plans, 
procedures, procedures, etc.). 

An Environmental Risk Assessment and an ECM for the proposed works are included in 
Appendix 1. 

JHLOR's unexpected finds procedure for contamination and acid sulphate soil is included 

in Appendix 2.  

Correspondence from OEH is included in Appendix 4. 

The Heritage Impact Assessment and Archaeological Management Strategy is included in 

Appendix 5. 
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Part 4: Workforce Notification 

How will the environmental 
and community risks and 
associated mitigation 
measures of the proposed 

Minor Works be 
communicated to the 
contractor’s workforce? 

A site induction will be provided to all personnel working on the project site. The induction 
will include relevant environmental aspects and risks associated with works on the project 

site. 

Works will be undertaken in accordance with a SWMS or JSEA (depending on whether 
work meets the definition of High Risk Construction Works in accordance with Clause 291 
WHS Regulation). SWMS will be reviewed by the JHLOR Environmental Manager. 

 

Part 5: Community Consultation 

What community consultation 
has been undertaken 
already? 

The June Monthly Community Notification was distributed on 24/05/2019. The notification 
includes works to occur under this PCMW. 

Consultation will be carried out in conjunction with Sydney Metro’s Community 

Communication Strategy, prior to any works being undertaken. 

What community consultation 
is planned to be undertaken? 

The works will also be included within subsequent monthly notifications and additional 
targeted notification as required. Any works to occur outside of standard construction hours 
will be notified in accordance with the Additional Mitigation Measure requirements specified 
in the Sydney Metro Construction Noise and Vibration Strategy. 

The community and stakeholders will be advised of new activities or impacts no later than 7 

days prior to commencement as per the project Community Communications Strategy. 

If drafted already, attach applicable Community Notification as Appendix 3. 

 

Part 6: Contact Details 

Nominate contractor’s project manager, environmental and communications contact(s). 

Name:  

Lee Taylor 

Position:  

Project Director 

Phone:  

0498 228 501 

Cameron Newling Environmental Manager 0419 727 445 

Loretta Mihaljek 
Communication and 
Stakeholder Manager 

0412 129 064 

 

Part 7: Signature 

This signature acknowledges that the proposed Minor Works will be undertaken in accordance with this application, have 
minimal environmental impact and are not defined as ‘construction’ in accordance with the applicable planning approval. 

Name: Cameron Newling 

Signature: 
PP  

Date: 13/06/2019 
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12. Endorsement/Approval 

These signatures represent formal endorsement/approval for the proposed Minor Works to commence in accordance with this 
application and the applicable planning approval requirements (subject to any determination from the applicable planning 
authority as may be required by the planning approval conditions) 

TfNSW Principal Manager, 
Communication & 

Engagement 
—Endorsement 

(required for all applications) 

TfNSW Principal Manager, 
Sustainability, Environment & 

Planning 
— Apr ro‘,,a 

(required for 7.i applications) 

Environmental Representative 
— Endorsement 

(required as necessary in accordance 
with the applicable planning approval, 
optional for all other circumstances) 

Signature: 
-411: 

11111:16111 411.20 
ar 

Name: -1Truk  C-AfeRA(10 (-/t-. art0 Ail! Jo Robertson 

Date: A(/(5 c  /a0/1 /4//9, 14/06/19 

Comments: 

Supporting letter attached as 
Appendix 6 if necessary. 

Conditions: 

Supporting letter attached as 
Appendix 6 if necessary. 

lEt/  Approved (by TfNSW) 

0 Endorsed (by Environmental Representative) 

0 Rejected 
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Appendix 1: Environmental Control Maps and 
Environmental Risk Assessment 
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Potholing Zones 
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Potholing Zones 

Refer to SMEW – ECM 
Canterbury AMZ Detail 

Note: No works to occur within Canterbury 
Railway Station Group SHR Curtilage 
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Environmental Risk Assessment 
The Risk Assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Sydney Metro Risk Management Standard. 

Note; C = Consequence & L = Likelihood as per Sydney Metro Risk Management System – Appendix A Sydney Metro Risk Matrix 

Aspect 
Potential Environmental 
Impact 

Initial Risk Rating 
Control Measures 

Residual Risk Rating 

C x L = Risk C x L = Risk 

Invasive Minor Works within Archaeological Management Zones 

Items of heritage significance 
uncovered during works within 
Archaeological management 

Zones  

Damage to heritage items or 
archaeological deposits. 

C3 L5 Med 

 Induction and pre-start brief to include heritage 
management requirements. 

 Implementation of the mitigation measures outlined in 
the Non Aboriginal Heritage Assessment And 

Archaeological Method Statement Southwest Metro: 
Early Works – refer to Appendix 5 

 Follow directions of Excavation Director and 
archaeologist. 

 Intrusive works only to be completed as per this 
approval 

 No works to occur in PADs. 

 Appropriate protection for stockpiling activities is to be in 
place prior to works - refer to PCMW013  

 Implement Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Procedure 
V2 during works. 

 If suspected materials are found, workers are to; 

 Stop works in vicinity immediately 

 Inform the Superintendent and Environmental 
Manager 

 Delineate the area to prevent further access 

C3 L6 Low 

Noise from plant and people 

Noise from plant impacting on 
sensitive receivers. 

Noise impacts outside standard 
construction hours. 

C5 L3 Med 

 Induction and pre-start brief to include noise mitigation 
and “good neighbour” approach. 

 Distance between noisy plant items and nearby noise 
sensitive receivers would be maximised and equipment 
orientated where possible to reduce noise. 

 Where possible, night works should be programmed to 
undertake noisy activities prior to 10pm. 

 All power driven work equipment used would have 
efficient muffler design and be well maintained. 

 Mitigation measures to be implemented in accordance 

C5 L5 Low 
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with the Sydney Metro City & Southwest Construction 
Noise Strategy, including appropriate notification. 

Chemical handling and 
storage 

Poor storage and handling of 
chemicals causes spills 

C5 L4 Low 

 Any chemicals and fuels are to be stored within a 
bunded area with 110% of the capacity of the largest 

stored container. 

 Refuelling to occur more than 20m away from drainage 
lines or waterways. 

 Spill kits to be located at work fronts. 

 Site induction includes spill response awareness. 

C5 L5 Low 

Erosion and sediment controls 
Sediment laden runoff from access 
tracks, cleared vegetation or 

stockpiled material 

C4 L4 Med 

 Induction and prestart brief to include ERSED protection 
measures. 

 Produce an ESCP for relevant sites as activities 
progress. 

C4 L5 Low 

Water Management 
Discharge of water that does not 
meet water quality parameters 

C4 L4 Med 

 Introduction to include water discharge requirements 

 A discharge permit is to be signed-off by the 
Environmental Manager (or delegate) prior to any 
discharge in accordance with the Sydney Metro Water 
Discharge and Reuse Procedure SM ES-PW-309 

C4 L5 Low 

Waste 

Incorrect disposal of spoil waste 

Acid sulphate soils 

Contamination 

C3 L5 Med 

 Induction to include waste management practices. 

 Waste to be tested in accordance with the Waste 
Classification Guidelines (NSW EPA, 2014) prior to 
disposal. 

 Any drilling slurry captured will be lawfully disposed of to 
a licenced facility. Drilling mud is pre-classified as a 
liquid waste under the Waste Classification Guidelines 

(NSW EPA, 2014) 

 All waste must be lawfully transported and disposed of 
to a licenced facility. 

 Unexpected Contamination Finds procedure to be 
enacted where contamination is found during 

investigation works. 

 Exposed Potential Acid Sulphate Soil within the 
excavations will be kept wet during the works. The 
excavations will be backfilled immediately to prevent any 

Potential Acid Sulphate Soils from oxidising. 

 An occupational hygienist is to be on call to provide 
advice on management of any contaminated material 
(advice based on contamination type). 

C3 L6 Low 

Air quality Dust generation during excavation C4 L4 Med  Induction and pre-start brief to include air quality C4 L5 Low 
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and stockpiling 

Dust from access track use, 
maintenance or establishment 

Access to site 

management practices. 

 Water cart or water trailer to be present to wet down 
material. 

 Monitor conditions and modify works where dusty 
conditions are observed. 

Vegetation 

Removal or pruning of vegetation 
without approval 

 

C4 L4 Med 

 Induction to include biodiversity requirements  

 An ecologist will conduct a pre-clearance survey in 
accordance with REMM B2 

 An ecologist would be present for the clearing of any 
native vegetation or potential fauna habitat in 
accordance with REMM B6 

 Tree protection zones would be established in areas 
where works will occur adjacent to trees. 

C4 L5 Low 

Traffic and Pedestrians 
Disruption to road users and 
pedestrians 

C4 L4 Med 

 Induction to include traffic control requirements 

 TCPs and ROLs are to be put in place (as required) 

 Consultation will occur with local residents 

 Workers are to park within the rail corridor where 
possible 

 Workers are to park legally and are to observe any time 
restrictions 

 Workers are to park in uncrowded areas where possible 

 Workers are to prioritise parking to community members 
where possible 

 Pedestrian access will be maintained external to the 
station. 

C4 L5 Low 

Visual Amenity 

Lighting from works impacting 
occupants of nearby properties 

Clearing of vegetation impacting on 

visual amenity of nearby properties 

C4 L3 Med 

 Lighting towers are to be positioned to minimise any 
light impacts to nearby properties 

 A JHLOR vegetation removal and trimming permit will 
be authorised by the Environmental Manager (or 
delegate) 

C4 L5 Low 

Services 
Service strike leading to 
environmental discharges 

C4 L4 Med 

 Engineers and workers to establish locations of any 
services by Dial Before You Dig, Survey and Non-
Destructive Digging (where possible). 

 An Excavation Permit detailing service locations is to be 
reviewed and signed by all workers undertaking 
excavation works. 

C4 L5 Low 
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Sydney Metro Risk Matrix 
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CONTAMINATION AND ACID SULPHATE SOIL UNEXPECTED FINDS PROCEDURE

ENVIRONMENT TEAM
CONSTRUCTION TEAM

CONSTRUCTION TEAM

CONSTRUCTION TEAM
ENVIRONMENT TEAM

SITE SUPERVISOR

CONSTRUCTION MANAGER
ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSULTANT

ENVIRONMENT TEAM
ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSULTANT

ENVIRONMENT TEAM
CONSTRUCTION TEAM

ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSULTANT

SSJ–EP-CONTAMINATION ACID SULPHATE SOIL UNEXPECTED FINDS PROCEDURE – Rev 2   July 2018

OBSERVATION OF SOIL DURING EXCAVATION WORKS
Observe soil during excavations to check for evidence of contamination.

 Refer to second page of this procedure for examples of materials that could indicate presence of contamination.

Has evidence of contamination been observed?

STOP WORKS
Notify the Site Supervisor and Environment Team and cordon off area

Do not touch or disturb the item/ material
 Delineate the site of the find

Cover the contaminated material (may be stockpiled or in-situ)
 The following detail should be provided to the Environment Team

– The location of the potential contamination
– Visual appearance

– Odour (if any)
– Depth

– Surround material and mode of discovering the material

YES

ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT
If required, the Construction Manager is to obtain assistance from a suitably qualified environmental consultant in identifying the potential 
hazard to human health or the environment in accordance with legislative requirements. This may include sampling and laboratory analysis.

STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION
- Implement the approved management and/ or remediation. If the material is to be removed, refer to Waste Management Procedure (SSJ-EP-

Waste Management Procedure) for classification and disposal.
- If required, The Environmental Consultant having input to the Management Strategy, will perform or oversee any monitoring required for the 

works (e.g. air quality monitoring, odours). Validation of the remediated area will also be undertaken as appropriate. The Environmental 
Consultant will also ensure that any contaminated material that has been removed or left in-situ is managed appropriately.

- Document compliance with the approved management and remediation and provide documentation to the owner or the owner’s nominated 
representative, and the regulator (if required).

CONTINUE EARTHWORKS
Once the contamination find has been addressed the Construction Manager is to approve

recommencement of works.

INDUCTION/ TOOLBOX TALKS
 All personnel are to receive Site Inductions and on-going training via Toolbox Talks

NO

MANAGEMENT STRATEGY
- Develop a plan for managing and/ or remediating the suspect material. This may be a waste classification or remediation action plan

- Obtain any necessary futher approval(s)

CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGER



SSJ–EP-CONTAMINATION ACID SULPHATE SOIL UNEXPECTED FINDS PROCEDURE – Rev 2 – July 2018

CONTAMINATION AND ACID SULPHATE SOIL UNEXPECTED FINDS PROCEDURE

Example of materials that could indicate the presence of contamination include (but are not necessarily 

limited to): 

• Asbestos cement fragments or other potentially asbestos containing materials 

• Odorous or stained soil; 

• Buried chemical drums or containers 

• High proportion of waste materials or building debris 

• Tarry or ashy material 

• Brightly or unusually coloured material 

• A yellow and/or red mottling in the soil profile indicates there may be Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) 

Asbestos 

Asbestos finds are to be managed in accordance with the Project WHS Management Plan 

Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS)

ASS are naturally occurring soils, sediments or organic substrates that are formed under waterlogged 

conditions in coastal areas. When exposed to air after being disturbed, soils containing iron sulfides 

produce sulfuric acid and often release toxic quantities of iron, aluminium and heavy metals. 

If ASS is encountered, possible management strategies include: 

• Modifying the works to avoid the area of ASS 

• Delineation and removal to a suitably licenced facility 

• Onsite treatment to neutralise the ASS, which could include the application of lime. 

Note: The management of any ASS needs to include appropriate erosion and sedimentation controls to 

minimise the potential for pollution to waters. Refer to the Consturction Spil and Wster Management Plan.

Management and Disposal of Contaminated Material

Specific approval may be required to implement management strategies and a Safe Work Methods 

Statement (SWMS) must be prepared prior to undertaking any remediation work, except in emergency 

situations. 

Contaminated material will be disposed of in accordance with the Waste Management Procedure. 
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Sydneymetro.info 

1800 171 386 

sydneymetro@transport.nsw.gov.au 

 

If you require the services of an interpreter, please contact the Translating 

and Interpreting Service on 131 450 and ask them to call Sydney Metro 

on 1800 171 386. The interpreter will then assist you with translation. 

 

 

 

 

Sydney Metro is Australia’s biggest public transport project. 

Services start in 2019 in the city’s North West with a train every four minutes in the peak. Metro rail will be extended 

into the CBD and beyond to Bankstown in 2024. There will be new CBD metro railway stations underground at 

Martin Place, Pitt Street and Barangaroo and new metro platforms under Central. 

In 2024, Sydney will have 31 metro railway stations and a 66 km standalone metro railway system – the biggest 

urban rail project in Australian history. There will be ultimate capacity for a metro train every two minutes in each 

direction under the Sydney city centre. 

Bankstown Line metro upgrade 

Over the next month early work activities will continue along the Bankstown line between Sydenham and Campsie 

(weather and site conditions permitting): 

Day work 

Project standard working hours are Monday to Friday 7am - 6pm and Saturday 8am - 6pm (or 8am to 1pm for work 

inside the corridor) 

Location Activities 

Whole corridor 

(Sydenham – 

Campsie) 

 Site establishment work within the rail corridor, including site preparation, installation of 

haul roads and temporary fencing 

 Survey work in stations, the rail corridor and nearby public areas 

 Locating and confirming underground services in the rail corridor using hand held 

equipment, cameras and non-destructive digging  

 Geotechnical investigations throughout the rail corridor including minor drilling sampling 

and testing the ground 

 Clearing and grubbing throughout the rail corridor 

 Installation of cable routes within the rail corridor 

 Equipment used for the above work will include vacuum suction trucks, dump trucks, 

excavators, crane trucks and lifting machinery, power and hand tools.  

 Rail access gates along the corridor from Fraser Park to Campsie will be used for delivery 

and removal of plant, equipment and materials: 

o Marrickville: Fraser Park, Victoria Road, Wooley Lane and Randall Street 

o Dulwich Hill: Kays Ave East, Corner of Ewart Street and Terrace Road, Ewart 

Street and Floss Street 

o Hurlstone Park: Railway Street, Keir Avenue, Hurlstone Avenue and Hutton Street 

o Canterbury: Sugar House Road, Charles Street, Cooks River Path and South 

Parade  

o Campsie: Lillian Street 

 

 

 

 

 

MONTHLY NOTIFICATION – BANKSTOWN LINE METRO UPGRADE                                                           JUNE 2019  

 



Sydneymetro.info 

1800 171 386 

sydneymetro@transport.nsw.gov.au 

If you require the services of an interpreter, please contact the Translating 

and Interpreting Service on 131 450 and ask them to call Sydney Metro 

on 1800 171 386. The interpreter will then assist you with translation. 

 

Out-of-hours work  

Due to the nature of some activities and for the safety of workers, some work will occur outside standard 

construction hours when trains are not running. Out-of-hours work activities include: 

Date/Time  Location/s Activities 

Commencing Saturday 1 

June for approximately 4 

weeks during the following 

periods: 

 From 10pm to 4am 

each night (excluding 

Sunday nights)  

 

 From 1pm to 6pm on 

Saturdays 

 Inside the rail 

corridor between 

Sydenham and 

Campsie  

 Surveys and inspections of stations and rail 

track 

 Hand held equipment and torches will be 

used. Lights will be directed away from 

residential properties when in use 

 Access to the rail corridor will be via the 

existing rail corridor and pedestrian gates 

located between Sydenham and Campsie 

stations 

 This work is not expected to be noisy. 
 

From 2am, Saturday 22 June 

to 2am, Monday 24 June  

 

(Subject to approval - 

additional notification will be 

distributed to the local area 

prior to works commencing) 

 

 Victoria Road 

bridge, Marrickville  

 Temporary lane closure on Victoria road to 

allow installation of cable routes onto the rail 

bridge  

 Traffic control and directional signage will be in 

place for the safety of workers and the 

community. 

 

Access to buildings and driveways will be maintained at all times. Some of this work may be noisy, however we will 

take every possible step to minimise noise such as switching off equipment when not in use and installing non-tonal 

reversing beepers on vehicles. 

Keeping you informed 

Properties close to the rail corridor will receive notifications when work is scheduled to occur. Sydney Trains will 

deliver notifications for work done during scheduled rail maintenance periods and Sydney Metro will keep you 

informed of all other work. If you’d prefer to receive updates by email, please contact us using the details below. 

Thank you for your cooperation while we complete this essential work. 

If you have any questions please contact Melanie on 1800 171 386 (24 hour community information line) or 

SouthwestMetro@transport.nsw.gov.au  

 
 

mailto:SouthwestMetro@transport.nsw.gov.au
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Keegan, Daniel

From: Siobhan Lavelle <Siobhan.Lavelle@environment.nsw.gov.au>

Sent: Friday, 31 May 2019 12:34 PM

To: Keegan, Daniel; Felicity Barry

Cc: Alexander Timms; Sarah Jane Brazil; Ron Turner; Newling, Cameron (SSJ)

Subject: RE: For registration: Southwest Metro Early Works - HIA and AMS for pre-Construction Works

Dear Mr Keegan, 

Thank you for your email providing a copy of the HIA and AMS for Southwest Metro Early Works prepared by Artefact Heritage.

It is noted that the report has provided  heritage and archaeological assessments for Marrickville and Canterbury Stations and assesses potential heritage 
impacts to ascertain whether the proposed works meet the definition of Low Impact Activities as per the DPE consent definitions. 
The report has provided heritage and archaeological mitigation recommendations for the proposed works and  an Archaeological Method Statement has 
been attached as an appendix where it is recommended as part of archaeological mitigation.

Impacts are:

Marrickville Station
• Proposed works are not located within the SHR, Section 170 or LEP heritage curtilage of Marrickville Station. 
• Works are non-destructive service location works, geotechnical testing, soil resistivity testing, and clearing and grubbing within the rail corridor, (a 

minimum of approximately 20 m from structural items (platform wall, station platform structures).
• Works would not impact heritage significant fabric at Marrickville Station.
• Archaeological assessment has identified that there is moderate to high potential for archaeological features of local significance from the third phase 

of development (1890s-1920s).
• Archaeological monitoring would be undertaken for non-destructive digging for service location and installation of the fence, geotechnical testing, 

and clearing and grubbing, and any identified significant archaeological remains would be avoided when identified during monitoring.
• The proposed soil resistivity testing and installation of the fence for the sediment control would be unlikely to  impact potential archaeological 

remains and therefore would occur under the Unexpected Finds Procedure.

The Heritage Division OEH has no objection to the proposed works at Marrickville and considers that the archaeological mitigation measures are 
appropriate.
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Canterbury Station 
• Proposed works are not located within the SHR, Section 170 or LEP heritage curtilage of Canterbury Station. 
• Works are non-destructive service location works, geotechnical testing, soil resistivity testing, and clearing and grubbing within the rail corridor, (a 

minimum of approximately 7 m from structural items (platform wall, station platform structures).
• Works would not impact heritage significant fabric at Canterbury Station.
• Archaeological assessment has identified that there is moderate to high potential for archaeological features of local significance from the fourth 

phase of development (1895-1943). Archaeological remains may include remnant works and structures but are unlikely to include artefact deposits.
• Archaeological monitoring would be undertaken for non-destructive digging for service location and installation of the fence, geotechnical testing, 

and clearing and grubbing, and any identified significant archaeological remains would be avoided when identified during monitoring.
• The proposed soil resistivity testing and installation of the fence for the sediment control would be unlikely to  impact potential archaeological 

remains and therefore would occur under the Unexpected Finds Procedure.

The Heritage Division OEH has no objection to the proposed works at Canterbury and considers that the archaeological mitigation measures are 
appropriate.

It was noted that a specific AMS has also been provided as an appendix to the document and that the overall  approach aligns with the recommended 
management measure as outlined in the Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological Assessment & Research 
Design. Thank you for referring the documents for review and comment.

Regards,

Siobhan

Dr Siobhán Lavelle OAM 

Senior Team Leader 

Specialist Services 
HERITAGE DIVISION 

Level 6, 10 Valentine Ave, Parramatta  

Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta 2124  

T 02 9873 8546    M 0455 093962

ALL APPLICATIONS ARE TO BE SUBMITTED TO heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au OTHERWISE THEY WILL NOT BE PROCESSED

From: Keegan, Daniel <Daniel.Keegan@jhlorjv.com.au>  
Sent: Thursday, 9 May 2019 2:34 PM 
To: OEH HD Heritage Mailbox <HERITAGEMailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au> 
Cc: Tim Smith <Tim.Smith@environment.nsw.gov.au>; Siobhan Lavelle <Siobhan.Lavelle@environment.nsw.gov.au>; Alexander Timms 
<Alexander.Timms@environment.nsw.gov.au>; Sarah Jane Brazil <SarahJane.Brazil@environment.nsw.gov.au>; Ron Turner <Ron.Turner2@transport.nsw.gov.au>; 
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Newling, Cameron (SSJ) <Cameron.Newling@jhlorjv.com.au> 
Subject: For registration: Southwest Metro Early Works - HIA and AMS for pre-Construction Works 

Hello, 

The John Holland Laing O’Rourke Joint Venture (JHLOR) is proposing to undertake low impact activities during the pre-Construction phase of the Southwest Metro Early 
Works. A number of these activities are proposed to occur within the Marrickville Archaeological Management Zone and the Canterbury Archaeological Management Zone
as described within the Sydney Metro – City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Archaeological Assessment and Research Design report (Appendix I of the 
Submissions and Preferred Infrastructure Report). 

The scope of the pre-Construction works is minor in nature and will include the following activities; 
- Service searching 
- Geotechnical testing 
- Minor clearing and grubbing 
- Installation of sediment controls 

In accordance with SSI-8256 Instrument of Approval, OEH is to be consulted with where proposed low impact pre-Construction activities may impact areas of known or 
expected archaeological potential. 

As such, JHLOR’s Heritage Consultant, Artefact Services, have produced a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) relating the 
proposed pre-Construction works. 

Please find a copy of the HIA and the AMS (Section 6 of the document) for your review. Given the minor nature of the work we would like to request review by the 31st of 
May. 

If requested, we are available at a time that is convenient to Heritage Division to provide a brief on the HIA and AMS. 

We understand that this is a busy period and appreciate your timely response. 

Regards, 

Daniel Keegan
Environmental Coordinator 

Sydenham Metro upgrade project

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture 
100a Marrickville Road, Marrickville NSW 2204
PO Box 195, Marrickville NSW 1475



4

mobile: +61 435 859 160
email: daniel.keegan@jhlorjv.com.au

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
This email is intended for the addressee(s) named and may contain confidential and/or privileged information.  
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and then delete it immediately. 
Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the views of the 
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage. 

PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Project background 

Southwest Metro (the project) involves upgrading the 10 existing stations west of Sydenham 

(Marrickville to Bankstown inclusive), and a 13 kilometre long section of the Sydney Trains T3 

Bankstown Line, between west of Sydenham Station and west of Bankstown Station. The project 

would improve accessibility for customers and meet the standards required for metro operations. 

The project would enable Sydney Metro to operate beyond Sydenham, to Bankstown.  

Prior to the commencement of construction works for the project, JHLOR (the Proponent) are 

proposing to undertake early works at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations (the proposed works). 

Marrickville Station and Canterbury Station are listed on the State Heritage Register, RailCorp 

Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register and relevant Local Environmental Plans as items of 

State heritage significance. The two stations have also been assessed as areas with potential for 

significant archaeological remains.  

JHLOR intends to undertake pre-Construction low impact works to prepare for the Construction 

phase of the Southwest Metro Early Works. The pre-Construction low impact works relate to 

investigations to inform detailed design and construction methodology, and activities to support the 

investigations. The activities include; 

• Geotechnical and soil testing 

• Non-destructive service location 

• Clearing and grubbing of vegetation 

• Establishment of sediment controls. 

The proposed works would be undertaken as Low Impact Activities as defined by the State 

Significant Infrastructure approval, prior to approval of a Construction Environmental Management 

Plan for the project. 

The draft conditions of approval for the project state in relation to Low Impact Activities undertaken 

prior to construction that:  

where heritage items on the State heritage register, areas of known or expected 

archaeological potential, or threatened species or threatened ecological 

communities (within the meaning of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016) are 

affected by any low impact activity, that activity is construction, unless otherwise 

determined by the Planning Secretary following consultation by the Proponent 

with OEH or DoI Fisheries (in the case of impact upon fish, aquatic invertebrates 

or marine vegetation). 

This report provides heritage and archaeological assessments for Marrickville and Canterbury 

Stations and assesses potential heritage impacts to ascertain whether the proposed works meet the 

definition of Low Impact Activities. This report also outlines heritage and archaeological mitigation 

recommendations for the proposed works. An Archaeological Method Statement has been attached 

as an appendix where it is recommended as part of archaeological mitigation.  
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1.2 Report limitations 

This heritage assessment is based on historical and archaeological research provided in the 

previously prepared heritage reports for the Sydney Metro City and Southwest Sydenham to 

Bankstown upgrade. The current assessment provides summaries of the historical and 

archaeological research prepared in these two reports but does not reproduce the historical context 

for these reports. Reports referenced in this assessment include:  

• Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Non-Aboriginal Heritage 

Impact Assessment (Artefact 2017)  

• Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design (Artefact 2018a) 

• Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Submissions and 

Preferred Infrastructure Report, Non-Aboriginal Heritage Assessment (Artefact 2018b) 

1.3 Authorship  

This report was prepared by Shona Lindsay (Senior Heritage Consultant). Dr Sandra Wallace 

(Director) provided management input and review. 
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2.0 HERITAGE ASSESSMENT  

2.1 Introduction 

Significance assessments for Marrickville and Canterbury Stations have been sourced from their 

respective State Heritage Inventory (SHI) entries and the Sydney Metro City & Southwest 

Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Non-Aboriginal Heritage Assessment.1 

Assessments of archaeological potential and archaeological management strategies have been 

sourced from the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Historical 

Archaeological Assessment & Research Design. 2 

2.2 Marrickville Station 

2.2.1 Heritage listings 

Marrickville Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of State 

significance: 

• ‘Marrickville Railway Station Group’, State Heritage Register, SHR# 01186 

• ‘Marrickville Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation 

Register, SHI# 4801091 

• ‘Marrickville Railway Station group, including interiors’, Marrickville LEP 2011, item no. I89 

2.2.2 Statement of significance 

The following statement of significance for Marrickville Station has been sourced from the State 

Heritage Register.3 

The railway station at Marrickville is significant as it is a station on the Sydenham to Bankstown Line 

which was constructed to relieve congestion on the Main South Line as well as to encourage 

suburban development and the growth of agriculture in the late 19th and early 20th century. The 

highly intact main platform building represents the period of transition from the boom time of the 

1880s to the standardisation of NSW railway building design from the 1890s onwards, while the 

booking office on Platform 2 reflects a later period of expansion in the first quarter of the 20th 

century. Marrickville Railway Station is significant at a State level as the platform building 

demonstrates the high level of aesthetic design of the pre-1900 standard buildings, which included 

the use of polychromatic brickwork, decorative dentil coursing, ornate awning brackets and carved 

bargeboards. The platform building is intact and is representative of a small group of such ornate 

platform buildings including Canterbury and Belmore on the Bankstown Line. The platform building 

on platform 2 provides an interesting contrast, demonstrating the simpler design of the standard 

platform buildings of the 1910/20s. Also of significance is the intactness of the weatherboard 

booking office which is unusual for being one of the few examples of a booking office located on a 

platform with street entry only and no access from the footbridge or overbridge, though the structure 

itself is representative of a standard design. 

                                                      
1 Artefact 2017 
2 Artefact 2018 
3 OEH 2013. Marrickville Railway Station Group. Accessed online at: 
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5012096 
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2.2.3 Potential archaeological remains at Marrickville Station 

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design predicted archaeological remains of local significance to be present 

at Marrickville Station. A summary of the archaeological potential and significance of predicted 

remains is provided in Table 1 and the location of these archaeological resources is provided in 

Figure 1. 

Table 1: Summary of areas with potential for significant archaeological remains for 
Marrickville Station4  

Phase Archaeological Resource Potential Significance 

1 (1788-1850s) 

• Archaeological features associated with land 
clearance such as tree boles, evidence of dairy 
farming and market gardening including fence line 
postholes, former shed postholes, brick or paved 
yard surfaces, field drains, isolated artefact scatters 

Nil-low 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance 

2 (1850s – 1890s) 

• Archaeological features associated with farming 
such as fence or shed postholes, field drains and 
isolated artefacts, drains or culverts associated 
with the former creek 

Nil-low 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance 

3 (1890s – 1920s) 

• Archaeological remains associated with the early 
phase of railway infrastructure such as culverts, 
ceramic service pits, utilities such as woodstave 
sewer or ceramic pipes; brick drainage pits, 
electrical conduits and pits, stanchion bases, 
sleepers and rail track.   

• Identified remains of original stone copings, earlier 
alignment of platforms, footscrapers, buried 
services, original lever set, footings of former 
platform stairs, platform brick dwarf walls, and 
building footings 

• Moderate potential for footings of former platform 
canopies 

• Low potential for former level crossing at the 
current Illawarrra Road overbridge 

• Archaeological remains of the former Earlwood 
tram line that ran across Illawarra Road overbridge 
such as tram tracks and associated infrastructure 

Moderate-
high 

Local 

• Low potential for footings of former coal loading 
and storage facilities 

• Low potential for archaeological remains of the 
former sleeper bridge such as bridge footings 

Low 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance 

4 (1930s – 
present) 

• Archaeological remains associated with upgrades 
such as utilities and drainage 

• Footings associated with the commuter car parking 
structure and the Illawarra Road footbridge 

Moderate-
high 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance  

                                                      
4 Artefact 2018a: Table 3-4.  
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Phase Archaeological Resource Potential Significance 

• Footings of signalling huts and boxes 

• Archaeological remains associated with the WWII 
air raid shelter such as the cut of the pit, sandbags, 
iron, concrete sandbags, roofing, drainage 
infrastructure, and associated artefacts 

Moderate Local 

2.2.4 Archaeological management strategy for works at Marrickville Station 

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design has assessed potential impacts to archaeological resources at 

Marrickville Station from the works required as part of the project. The archaeological management 

policies for these works are outlined in Table 2 and the location of the archaeological management 

zones are illustrated in Figure 2.  

Table 2: Summary of archaeological management requirements at Marrickville Station 
Catchment5  

Phase Potential Archaeology 
Management 

Zone 
Mitigation 

1 (1788-1850s) 

Nil to low potential for archaeological features 
associated with land clearance such as tree boles, 
evidence of dairy farming and market gardening 
including fence line postholes, former shed postholes, 
brick or paved yard surfaces, field drains, isolated 
artefact scatters. Unlikely to reach the threshold for local 
significance.  

3 

• Unexpected 
Finds 
Procedure 

2 (1850s – 
1890s) 

Nil to low potential for archaeological features 
associated with farming such as fence or shed 
postholes, field drains and isolated artefacts, drains or 
culverts associated with the former creek. Unlikely to 
reach the threshold for local significance.  

3 

• Unexpected 
Finds 
Procedure 

3 (1890s – 
1920s) 

Moderate to high potential for potentially local significant 
archaeological remains associated with the early phase 
of railway infrastructure such as culverts, ceramic 
service pits, brick drainage pits, electrical conduits and 
pits, stanchion bases, sleepers and rail track. 
Identified remains of original stone copings, earlier 
alignment of platforms, footscrapers, buried services, 
original lever set, footings of former platform stairs, 
platform brick dwarf walls, and building footings.  
Moderate potential for footings of former platform 
canopies 
Low potential for former level crossing at the current 
Illawarra Road overbridge. 
Moderate potential for archaeological remains of the 
former Earlwood tram line that ran across Illawarra 
Road overbridge such as tram tracks and associated 
infrastructure 

1 

• AMS 

• Salvage 
excavations 

Low potential for footings of former coal loading and 
storage facilities 

3 • Unexpected 

                                                      
5 Ibid Table 8-2.  
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Phase Potential Archaeology 
Management 

Zone 
Mitigation 

Low potential for archaeological remains of the former 
sleeper bridge such as bridge footings. 

Finds 
Procedure 

4 (1930s – 
present) 

Moderate to high potential for archaeological remains 
associated with upgrades such as utilities and drainage, 
footings of signalling huts and boxes, and footings 
associated with the commuter car parking structure and 
the Illawarra Road footbridge. Unlikely to reach the 
threshold for local significance.  

3 

• Unexpected 
Finds 
Procedure 

Moderate potential for locally significant archaeological 
remains associated with the WWII air raid shelter such 
as the cut of the pit, sandbags, iron, concrete sandbags, 
roofing, drainage infrastructure, and associated 
artefacts. 

2 

 

• AMS 

• Test/Salvage 
Excavations 



Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 

  Page 7 

 

Figure 1: Archaeological potential for Marrickville Station Catchment6 

  

                                                      
6 Artefact 2018a: Figure 3-23. 



Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 

  Page 8 

 

Figure 2: Marrickville Station Catchment archaeological management zones7 

 

                                                      
7 Artefact 2018a: Figure 8-1.  
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2.3 Canterbury Station 

2.3.1 Heritage listings 

Canterbury Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of State 

significance: 

• ‘Canterbury Railway Station Group’, State Heritage Register, SHR# 01109 

• ‘Canterbury Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation 

Register, SHI# 4801100 

• ‘Federation railway station buildings’, Canterbury LEP 2012, item no. I67 

2.3.2 Statement of significance 

The following statement of significance for Canterbury Station has been sourced from the State 

Heritage Register.8 

Canterbury Railway Station possesses historical significance as it is a station on the Sydenham to 

Bankstown Line which was constructed to relieve congestion on the Main South Line as well as to 

encourage suburban development and the growth of agriculture in the late 19th and early 20th 

century. The main platform building represents the period of transition from the boom time of the 

1880s to the standardisation of NSW railway building design from the 1890s onwards. Canterbury 

Railway Station is significant at the state level as the platform 1 Building demonstrates the high level 

of aesthetic design of the pre-1900 standard railway buildings, which included the use of 

polychromatic brickwork, decorative dentil coursing, ornate awning brackets and carved 

bargeboards. This platform building is relatively intact and is representative of a small group of such 

ornate platform buildings including Marrickville and Belmore on the Bankstown Line. The Canterbury 

signal box is of historical significance as it is representative of the development of railway signalling 

technology in the first decades of the 20th century. As it was is [sic] intact internally it is capable of 

providing information about the workings of a signal box of this era. 

2.3.3 Potential archaeological remains at Canterbury Station 

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design predicted archaeological remains of State and local significance to 

be present at Canterbury Station. A summary of the archaeological potential and significance of 

predicted remains is provided in Table 3, and the location of these archaeological resources is 

provided in Figure 3.  

                                                      
8 OEH 2010. Canterbury Railway Station Group. Accessed online at: 
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5011966 
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Table 3: Summary of areas with potential for significant archaeological remains for 
Canterbury Station9  

Phase Archaeological Resource Potential Significance 

1 (1788-1841) 

• Archaeological features associated with land 
clearance such as tree boles, evidence of estate 
farming activities such as fence line postholes, 
former shed postholes, field drains, isolated 
artefact scatters. 

Nil-low 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance 

2 (1841 – 1855) 

• Archaeological remains of outbuildings, landscape 
modifications, fence lines, drains and other 
structural remains associated with the Australasian 
Sugar Company works 

• Archaeological remains of the outbuildings such as 
footings, timber slabs remnants, underfloor 
deposits, post holes, artefact deposits, cess pits, 
wells, cisterns, fencelines, and yard surfaces 

• Evidence of small scale mining activities 

• Archaeological evidence of farming includes fence 
line postholes, former shed postholes, brick or 
paved yard surfaces, field drains, isolated artefact 
scatters 

• Archaeological remains of early residential 
cottages including wells, cisterns and refuse pits 

Moderate 
to High 

Potentially 
State 

3 (1855 – 1895) 

• Archaeological remains of early residential 
cottages including wells, cisterns and refuse pits 

• Archaeological remains of outbuildings, landscape 
modifications, fence lines, drains and other 
structural remains associated with the Blackett and 
Co Canterbury Engineering Works 

Moderate 
to High   

Potentially 
local 

4 (1895-1943) 

• Archaeological remains and evidence of early 
railway construction including rails, refuse pits, 
drains and timber sleepers 

• Archaeological remains of former platform 
structures 

• Archaeological remains of the former race platform 
and retaining wall 

• Archaeological remains of the storage sidings for 
the Canterbury Racecourse special trains and the 
shunting of the local goods sidings 

• Archaeological remains of early infrastructure such 
as culverts, tanks, drains (brick, stone or concrete), 
electrical conduits and pits, sleepers, signalling 
equipment and rail track 

• Archaeological remains associated with the early 
phase of minor railway buildings (such as toilets) 
prior to track realignment such as postholes, brick 
footings, former floor surfaces, and early 
infrastructure such as ceramic service pipes, brick 
drainage pits, electrical conduits and pits, 
stanchion bases, sleepers and rail track  

• It is unlikely that artefact-bearing deposits 
associated with the early station accumulated or 

Moderate 
Potentially 
Local 

                                                      
9 Artefact 2018a: Table 4-3.  
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Phase Archaeological Resource Potential Significance 

survived subsequent development and upgrades. 

5 (1943-present) 
• Archaeological remains associated with upgrades 

such as utilities and drainage 
Moderate 
to high 

Unlikely to 
reach the 
threshold for 
local 
significance 

2.3.4 Archaeological management strategy for works at Canterbury Station 

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design has assessed potential impacts to archaeological resources at 

Canterbury Station from the works required as part of the project. The archaeological management 

policies for these works are outlined in Table 4 and the location of the archaeological management 

zones are illustrated in Figure 4.  

Table 4: Summary of archaeological management requirements at Canterbury Station 
Catchment10  

Phase Potential Archaeology 
Management 

Zone 
Mitigation 

1 (1788-1841) 

Nil to low potential for archaeological features 
associated with land clearance such as tree boles, 
evidence of estate farming activities such as fence line 
postholes, former shed postholes, field drains, isolated 
artefact scatters. Unlikely to reach the threshold for local 
significance 

3 

• Unexpected 
Finds 
Procedure 

2 (1841 – 1855) 

Moderate to high potential for potentially State 
significant archaeological remains of outbuildings, 
landscape modifications, fence lines, drains and other 
structural remains associated with the Australasian 
Sugar Company works. Archaeological remains of the 
outbuildings such as footings, timber slabs remnants, 
underfloor deposits, post holes, artefact deposits, cess 
pits, wells, cisterns, fencelines, and yard surfaces. 
Evidence of small scale mining activities, archaeological 
evidence of farming includes fence line postholes, 
former shed postholes, brick or paved yard surfaces, 
field drains, isolated artefact scatters. Archaeological 
remains of early residential cottages including wells, 
cisterns and refuse pits. 

1 

• AMS 

• Salvage 
excavations 

3 (1855 – 1895) 

Moderate to high potential for potentially locally 
significant archaeological remains of early residential 
cottages including wells, cisterns and refuse pits. 
Archaeological remains of outbuildings, landscape 
modifications, fence lines, drains and other structural 
remains associated with the Blackett and Co Canterbury 
Engineering Works. 

1 

• AMS 

• Salvage 
excavations 

4 (1895-1943) 

Moderate potential for locally significant archaeological 

remains and evidence of early railway construction 

including rails, refuse pits, drains and timber sleepers. 

Archaeological remains of former platform structures. 

Archaeological remains of the former race platform and 

2 

• AMS 

• Test/Salvage 
Excavations 

                                                      
10 Artefact 2018a: Table 8-3.  



Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 

  Page 12 

 

Phase Potential Archaeology 
Management 

Zone 
Mitigation 

retaining wall. 

Archaeological remains of the storage sidings for the 

Canterbury Racecourse special trains and the shunting 

of the local goods sidings. Archaeological remains of 

early infrastructure such as culverts, tanks, drains 

(brick, stone or concrete), electrical conduits and pits, 

sleepers, signalling equipment and rail track. 

Archaeological remains associated with the early phase 

of minor railway buildings (such as toilets) prior to track 

realignment such as postholes, brick footings, former 

floor surfaces, and early infrastructure such as ceramic 

service pipes, brick drainage pits, electrical conduits 

and pits, stanchion bases, sleepers and rail track.   

It is unlikely that artefact-bearing deposits associated 
with the early station accumulated or survived 
subsequent development and upgrades. 

5 (1943-present) 
Moderate to high potential for archaeological remains 
associated with upgrades such as utilities and drainage. 
Unlikely to reach the threshold for local significance.  

3 

• Unexpected 
Finds 
Procedure 
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Figure 3: Archaeological potential for Canterbury Station Catchment11 

  

                                                      
11Artefact 2018a: Figure 4-22. 
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Figure 4: Canterbury Station Catchment archaeological management zones12 

                                                      
12 Artefact 2018a: Figure 8-2.  
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3.0 PROPOSED EXCAVATION WORKS 

3.1 Overview of works 

Sydney Metro are proposing to undertake Early Works at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations, as 

part of the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown project.  

The proposed works consist of the following general activities: 

Table 5: Proposed works 

Activity Details Locations 

Potholing 

A number of services will be potholed to inform design. 
Fences will be installed within the Marrickville Archaeological 
Management Zone - these fences have fence posts at 
regular intervals, the footings for the fence posts will be 
excavated with a vacuum truck. 

Marrickville and 
Canterbury Stations 

Tranche 1C 
Works 

Geotech tests (boreholes, slit trenches) at a number of 
locations 
 
Soil Resistivity Testing (inserting 3 x metal rods, each with 
an approx 15mm diameter, in the ground to a depth of 
300mm) 

Marrickville,and 
Canterburys 

Clear and Grub 
Clearing and Grubbing - removal of surface vegetation and 
200mm of topsoil with an excavator to access test sites 

Marrickville and 
Canterbury Stations 

Sediment 
Control Install 

Installing Sediment fences as and where required - knocking 
wooden stakes into the ground every 1.5m to a depth of 
300mm 

Marrickville and 
Canterbury Stations 

None of the proposed works are within the SHR curtilage of Marrickville Station and Canterbury 

Station. The proposed works are presented in Figures 5 and 6.  

3.2 Marrickville Station works 

3.2.1 Non-destructive service location 

The location and depth of services would be confirmed via a number of slit trenches or potholes, 

excavated using a vacuum truck, excavator or hand tools following the saw cut removal of the rigid 

wearing surface in each location. Excavation would cease once the utility service was positively 

identified and recorded. 

Fences will be installed within the Marrickville Archaeological Management Zone - these fences have 

fence posts at regular intervals, the footings for the fence posts will be excavated with a vacuum 

truck. 



Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 

  
Page 16 

 

3.2.2 Tranche 1C Works 

3.2.2.1 Geotechnical tests 

Geotechnical tests (boreholes, slit trenches) would be conducted using a mechanical augur for 

geotechnical assessment of subsurface conditions. Each bore would be 100 mm in diameter and 

would extend up to 20 m in depth (or to a depth of refusal). 

3.2.2.2 Soil resistivity testing 

Soil resistivity testing would be conducted by inserting three metal rods, each with an approximate 

15mm diameter, in the ground to a depth of 300mm. 

3.2.3 Clear and grub 

Clearing and grubbing would be conducted by the removal of surface vegetation and 200mm of 

topsoil with an excavator to access test sites in the areas indicated in yellow in Figure 5. 

3.2.4 Sediment control  

Installing of sediment fences as and where required which would involve knocking wooden stakes into 

the ground every 1.5m to a depth of 300mm. 

3.3 Canterbury Station works 

3.3.1 Non-destructive service location 

The location and depth of services would be confirmed via a number of slit trenches or potholes, 

excavated using a vacuum truck, excavator or hand tools following the saw cut removal of the rigid 

wearing surface in each location. Excavation would cease once the utility service was positively 

identified and recorded. 

3.3.2 Tranche 1C Works 

3.3.2.1 Geotechnical tests 

Geotechnical tests (boreholes, slit trenches) would be conducted using a mechanical augur for 

geotechnical assessment of subsurface conditions. Each bore would be 100 mm in diameter and 

would extend up to 20 m in depth (or to a depth of refusal). 

3.3.2.2 Soil resistivity testing 

Soil resistivity testing would be conducted by inserting three metal rods, each with an approximate 

15mm diameter, in the ground to a depth of 300mm. 

3.3.3 Clear and grub 

Clearing and grubbing would be conducted by the removal of surface vegetation and 200mm of 

topsoil with an excavator to access test sites. in the areas marked in green in Figure 6.   

3.3.4 Sediment control  

Installing of sediment fences as and where required which would involve knocking wooden stakes into 

the ground every 1.5m to a depth of 300mm. 
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Figure 5: Proposed works at Marrickville Station 
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Figure 6:  Proposed works at Canterbury Station 
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4.0 HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Marrickville Station 

4.1.1 Direct (physical) impacts 

The proposed works are not located within the SHR, Section 170 or LEP heritage curtilage of 

Marrickville Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works, geotechnical testing, soil 

resistivity testing, and clearing and grubbing are located within the rail corridor of Marrickville Station. 

The works are situated a sufficient distance (a minimum of approximately 20 meters) from structural 

items (platform wall, station platform structures) and would not impact heritage significant fabric at 

Marrickville Station. 

The proposed installation of sediment fences will be to a depth of 300mm into the ground within the 

rail corridor and will not impact heritage significant fabric at Marrickville Station.  

Overall, the proposed works would have a neutral direct (physical) impact on Marrickville Station with 

no impact to heritage significant fabric.  

4.1.2 Indirect (visual) impacts 

The proposed works predominantly consist of small excavations of existing rail formation and cleared 

open areas within the rail corridor of Marrickville Station. Some vegetation would be removed as part 

of the clearing and grubbing, although this would not impact views or the setting of Marrickville 

Station. The installation of the sediment fences would be temporary negligible visual impact and 

would not obstruct significant views of Marrickville Station. The proposed soil resistivity testing would 

not have a visual impact. 

Overall, the proposed works would result in a negligible indirect (visual) impact to the heritage 

significance of Marrickville Station.  

4.1.3 Impacts to significant archaeological resources 

Archaeological assessment at Marrickville Station has identified that there is moderate to high 

potential for archaeological features to remain dating to the third phase of development (1890s-

1920s) that have the potential to be of local significance. Within the area of the proposed works, 

potential archaeological remains could include archaeological remains associated with the early 

phase of railway infrastructure such as culverts, ceramic service pits, brick drainage pits, electrical 

conduits and pits, stanchion bases, sleepers and rail track. 

As the proposed works would be a low impact activity, impacts to significant archaeological remains 

are not permitted. As such archaeological monitoring would be undertaken for non-destructive digging 

for service location and installation of the fence, geotechnical testing, and clearing and grubbing, and 

any identified significant archaeological remains would be avoided when identified during monitoring. 

The trench or slit trench/pot hole would be discontinued and moved after the remains had been 

recorded. A brief Archaeological Method Statement has been prepared to guide the archaeological 

monitoring, which is attached as an appendix. 

The proposed soil resistivity testing and installation of the fence for the sediment control would 

unlikely impact potential archaeological remains and would have an overall negligible impact, and 

therefore would occur under the Unexpected Finds Procedure.  
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This approach would also align with the recommended management measure as outlined in the 

Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design. The excavation areas are located within an area designated as an 

Archaeological Management Zone 2 for future works at Marrickville Station (see Table 2 and Figure 2 

above). Ground excavation in this area must be archaeologically managed according to the 

provisions set out in the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade 

Historical Archaeological Assessment & Research Design. Archaeological management 

recommendations for the proposed works are provided in Section 5.2 below.   

The proposed works would result in negligible impacts to potential archaeological remains if the 

recommended management measures were adhered to.     

4.1.4 Summary of heritage impacts to Marrickville Station  

Table 6 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the excavation works at 

Marrickville Station.  

Table 6: Summary of heritage impacts for the excavation works for Marrickville Station  

Works 
Direct (physical) 

impacts 

Indirect (visual) 

impacts 

Impacts to significant 

archaeological 

resources 

Non-destructive service location Neutral Negligible 
Negligible (with 

mitigation) 

Tranche 1C works: Geotechnical 

tests  
Neutral Negligible 

Negligible (with 

mitigation) 

Tranche 1C works: Soil resistivity 

testing 
Neutral Neutral Negligible 

Clear and Grub Neutral Negligible 
Negligible (with 

mitigation)  

Sediment control Neutral Negligible Negligible 

4.2 Canterbury Station 

4.2.1 Direct (physical) impacts 

The proposed works are not located within the SHR, Section 170 or LEP heritage curtilage of 

Canterbury Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works, geotechnical testing, soil 

resistivity testing, and clearing and grubbing are located within the rail corridor to the north-west of 

Canterbury Station. The works are situated a sufficient distance (a minimum of approximately seven 

meters) from structural items (platform wall, station platform structures) and would not impact heritage 

significant fabric at Canterbury Station.  

The proposed installation of sediment fences will be to a depth of 300mm into the ground within the 

rail corridor and will not impact heritage significant fabric at Canterbury Station.  



Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 

  
Page 21 

 

Overall, the proposed works would have a neutral direct (physical) impact on Canterbury Station with 

no impact to heritage significant fabric.   

4.2.2 Indirect (visual) impacts 

The proposed works predominantly consist of small excavations of existing rail formation and cleared 

open areas within the rail corridor to the north-west of Canterbury Station. Some vegetation would be 

removed as part of the clearing and grubbing, although this would not impact views or the setting of 

Canterbury Station. The installation of the sediment fences would be temporary negligible visual 

impact and would not obstruct significant views of Canterbury Station. The proposed soil resistivity 

testing would not have a visual impact. 

Overall, the proposed works would result in a negligible indirect (visual) impact to the heritage 

significance of Canterbury Station.  

4.2.3 Impacts to significant archaeological resources 

Archaeological assessment at Canterbury Station has identified that there is moderate potential for 

archaeological features to remain dating to the fourth phase of development (1895-1943) that have 

the potential to be of local significance. Within the area of the proposed works, potential 

archaeological remains could include archaeological remains and evidence of early railway 

construction including rails, refuse pits, drains and timber sleepers.  Archaeological remains of early 

infrastructure such as culverts, tanks, drains (brick, stone or concrete), electrical conduits and pits, 

sleepers, signalling equipment and rail track. Archaeological remains associated with the early phase 

of minor railway buildings (such as toilets) prior to track realignment such as postholes, brick footings, 

former floor surfaces, and early infrastructure such as ceramic service pipes, brick drainage pits, 

electrical conduits and pits, stanchion bases, sleepers and rail track.   

It is unlikely that artefact-bearing deposits associated with the early station accumulated or survived 

subsequent development and upgrades. 

As the proposed works would be a low impact activity, impacts to significant archaeological remains 

are not permitted. As such archaeological monitoring would be undertaken for non-destructive digging 

for service location, geotechnical testing, and clearing and grubbing and any identified significant 

archaeological remains would be avoided when identified during monitoring. The trench or slit 

trench/pot hole would be discontinued and moved after the remains had been recorded. A brief 

Archaeological Method Statement has been prepared to guide the archaeological monitoring, which is 

attached as an appendix. 

The proposed soil resistivity testing and installation of the fence for the sediment control would 

unlikely impact potential archaeological remains and would have an overall negligible impact, and 

therefore would occur under the Unexpected Finds Procedure.  

This approach would also align with the recommended management measure as outlined in the 

Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design. The excavation areas are located within an area designated as an 

Archaeological Management Zone 2 for future works at Canterbury Station (see Table 4 and Figure 4 

above). Ground excavation in this area must be archaeologically managed according to the 

provisions set out in the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade 

Historical Archaeological Assessment & Research Design. Archaeological management 

recommendations for the proposed works are provided in Section 5.2 below.     
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The proposed works would result in negligible impacts to potential archaeological remains if the 

recommended management measures were adhered to.     

4.2.4 Summary of heritage impacts to Canterbury Station  

Table 7 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the excavation works at 

Canterbury Station.  

Table 7: Summary of heritage impacts for the excavation works for Canterbury Station  

Works 
Direct (physical) 

impacts 

Indirect (visual) 

impacts 

Impacts to significant 

archaeological 

resources 

Non-destructive service location Neutral Negligible 
Negligible (with 

mitigation) 

Tranche 1C works: Geotechnical 

tests  
Neutral Negligible 

Negligible (with 

mitigation) 

Tranche 1C works: Soil resistivity 

testing 
Neutral Neutral Negligible  

Clear and Grub Neutral 
Negligible Negligible (with 

mitigation) 

Sediment control Neutral Negligible Negligible  
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Conclusions 

The proposed works would result in the following impacts to the heritage significance of Marrickville 

and Canterbury Stations: 

• The proposed works at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations would result in neutral direct 

(physical) and negligible indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of each item.  

• Excavation works, including non-destructive digging, geotechnical testing, and clearing and 

grubbing, at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations would avoid impact to potential 

archaeological remains given recommended management measures were adhered to.  

5.2 Heritage and archaeological management recommendations 

• A short Work Stage Specific Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) is attached as an 

Appendix, which has been prepared according to the methodology outlined in Section 7.3 of 

the Historical ARD for the project.13  

• Archaeological monitoring during excavation works of non-destructive digging, geotechnical 

testing, and clearing and grubbing, in accordance with the AMS is required in order to identify 

any significant archaeological remains, and avoid impacts in accordance with the low impact 

activity definition in the draft conditions of approval for the project.  

                                                      
13 Artefact 2018a, p128 
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6.0 APPENDIX: ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHOD STATEMENT 

Background 

Prior to the commencement of construction works for the project, JHLOR (the Proponent) are 

proposing to undertake early works at Marrickville and Canterbury Stations (the proposed works). 

Marrickville Station and Canterbury Station are listed on the State Heritage Register, RailCorp 

Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register and relevant Local Environmental Plans as items of 

State heritage significance. The two stations have also been assessed as areas with potential for 

significant archaeological remains. The proposed works would be undertaken as Low Impact 

Activities as defined by the State Significant Infrastructure approval, prior to approval of a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan for the project. 

An assessment was prepared by Artefact Heritage (Artefact Heritage 2019), which has found that the 

works would not impact heritage significance of the heritage items and that if appropriate 

archaeological management was undertaken, significant archaeological remains would not be 

impacted.  

This Archaeological Method Statement (AMS), prepared in accordance with Revised Environmental 

Mitigation Measure (REMM) NAH12 outlines the archaeological methodology to manage investigative 

works to avoid impacts to significant archaeological remains for Marrickville and Canterbury Stations. 

Heritage items, including archaeological sites, relics and Aboriginal objects, cannot be impacted prior 

to approval of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and heritage sub-plan in 

accordance with the Minister’s Conditions of Approval for the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – 

Sydenham to Bankstown project.  

The AMS is consistent with the methodologies outlined in the Sydney Metro City & Southwest 

Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological Assessment & Research Design14.  

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological 

Assessment & Research Design requires the nomination of an Excavation Director who complies with 

the Heritage Council of NSW’s Criteria for Assessment of Excavation Directors (July 2011). Details on 

the nominated Excavation Director who meets this requirement, and archaeological team have been 

provided.  

This AMS should be read in conjunction with the assessment to which it is appended (Artefact 

Heritage 2019). All project information, assessment of archaeological potential and significance and 

impact assessment are included in the assessment document. The AMS only outlines the 

archaeological methodology required to avoid impacts to significant archaeological remains.  

                                                      
14 Artefact 2018a 

Project: Sydney Metro – City & Southwest Sydenham to 
Bankstown- Early Works  

Date: 8 May 2019  

Project site: Marrickville and Canterbury Stations  Author: Shona Lindsay (Senior Heritage 
Consultant) and Dr Sandra Wallace 
(Managing Director) 

Client: Sydney Metro Authority  Contact: Dan Keegan  
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Archaeological Methodology  

The heritage assessment for the proposed works recommended that archaeological monitoring is 

undertaken for the below ground disturbing works: 

Marrickville Station 

• Non-destructive digging for service locations and instalment of fence 

• Geotechnical testing  

• Clearing and grubbing 

Canterbury Station 

• Non-destructive digging for service locations and instalment of fence 

• Geotechnical testing 

• Clearing and grubbing 

Works may proceed under on call provisions if approved to do so by the Excavation Director. Works 

would cease if archaeology may be affected or impacted. 

The proposed soil resistivity testing and the installation of the fence for the sediment control at 

Marrickville and Canterbury Stations would unlikely impact potential archaeological remains and 

would have an overall negligible impact, and therefore would occur under the Unexpected Finds 

Procedure.  

Contractor 

The contractor would set up site and then operate under the direction of the archaeologists during 

archaeological monitoring of the early works, as appropriate. This would involve: 

• Set out and secure the work area for the construction and archaeological team 

• Provide a site induction to contractors in consultation with the Excavation Director.  

Historical archaeological monitoring of early works 

Due to the potential for archaeological resources to be located within the study area, early works 

involving excavation as outlined above would be archaeologically monitored. It should be noted that 

significant archaeological remains cannot be impacted under early works.  

Archaeological monitoring is where an archaeologist is in attendance and supervising construction 

excavation work with potential to expose or impact archaeological remains. Monitoring is generally 

undertaken where there is lower potential for significant archaeological remains and/or where minor 

excavation work is in an area of archaeological sensitivity.  

If archaeological remains are identified during archaeological monitoring, they would be recorded, 

protected, and assessed to determine their heritage significance and if further investigation is required 

at a later date under the CMEP/CHMP and AMS. Localised stoppages in the construction work would 

be required to facilitate this process. Works would not recommence until the monitoring archaeologist 

has completed the recording and is satisfied that further investigation is not required. If needed, works 

would be relocated around any archaeological remains, as appropriate for the design bearing in mind 
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that it is a requirement that impacts to any archaeological remains would not occur during the early 

works program.  

A record of archaeological monitoring would be made in accordance with the methodology outlined in 

the ARD. This would include digital photography, in RAW format, using photographic scales and 

photo boards where appropriate. A photographic record of all phases of the work on site would be 

undertaken. Archaeological recording including the locations, dimensions and characteristics of all 

archaeological features and deposits will be recorded on a sequentially numbered context register.   

Should hazardous materials or contaminants be identified during archaeological monitoring, ground 

excavation would cease until appropriate controls or remediation is conducted by the contractor.  

Reporting 

A preliminary findings report would be prepared following completion of the works outlined in this 

AMS in accordance with the ARD15. This report would outline the results of the monitoring program 

and if archaeological remains are not located, the report may by in the form of email advice.  

Team and timing 

Archaeological team 

The archaeological team would comprise: 

• Excavation Director – Dr Iain Stuart (Artefact Heritage) 

• Archaeologists – Adele Zubrzycka (Senior Heritage Consultant, Artefact Heritage), HollyMae 

Steane Price (Heritage Consultant, Artefact Heritage), Jessica Horton (Heritage Consultant, 

Artefact Heritage) and other subconsultants as needed. 

• Archaeological Surveyor - Guy Hazell and Gala Hazell (ArcSurv) 

Excavation timing 

The excavation works would be monitored by an archaeologist as required under the direction of the 

Excavation Director. 

The Excavation Director would be on call during the excavation works to oversee responses to 

unexpected finds as required.  
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