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Terms and Definitions
The following terms, abbreviations and definitions are used in this plan.
Terms

Explanation

AHD

Australian Heritage Database

AHIP

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit

AHIMS

Archaeological Heritage Information Management Service

Archaeological
Potential

Potential of a site to contain archaeological remains. This potential is assessed by identifying former
land uses and associated features through historical research, and evaluating whether subsequent
actions (either natural or human) may have impacted on evidence for these former land uses.

AARD

Archaeological Assessment and Research Design

ACHAR

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

AMS

Archaeological Method Statement

CEMF

Construction Environmental Management Framework

CEMP

Construction Environmental Management Plan

CHL

Commonwealth Heritage List

CHMP

Construction Heritage Management Plan

CoA

Conditions of Approval

CSSI

Critical State Significant Infrastructure

DoE

Department of the Environment

DPI&E

Department of Planning, Industry & Environment (formerly Department of Planning & Environment
– DPE)

EDR

Excavation Directors Report

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

EP&A Act

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

ER

Environmental Representative

Heritage Act

Heritage Act 1977

Heritage NSW,
DPC

Heritage NSW, Department of Premier and Cabinet

HIA

Heritage Impact Assessment

HIS

Heritage Interpretation Strategy

John Holland

John Holland Group Pty Limited

JHLOR

John Holland Laing O’Rourke Joint Venture

Laing O’Rourke /
Laing O’Rourke Australia Construction Pty Limited
LORA
LEP

Local Environment Plan

Local significance

An item is important in the course or pattern of the local area’s cultural or natural history.

Minister, the

NSW Minister for Planning

NHL

National Heritage List

NP&W Act

National Parks & Wildlife Act 1974

OEH

Office of Environment and Heritage (now Heritage NSW, DPC)

PAD

Potential Archaeological Deposit

The Burra Charter The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (Adopted 31 October 2013)

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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Terms

Explanation

RAPs

Registered Aboriginal Parties. As defined in the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents 2010

REMM

Revised Environmental Mitigation Measure

An item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of the NSWs (or
Research Potential the local area’s) cultural or natural history. It is possible for an area to be of high archaeological
potential but low research potential.
RTS

Response to Submissions

SHR

State Heritage Register

SMCSW

Sydney Metro City and Southwest

SMEW

Southwest Metro Early Works

Stations

Railway Stations within the SMEW Project Area. These include Marrickville Railway Station Group
(SHR listed), Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group (S170 listed), H, Canterbury Railway Station
Group (SHR listed), Lakemba Railway Station Group (S170 listed), Wiley Park Railway Station
Group (S170 listed) and Punchbowl Railway Station Group (S170 listed)

SWM

Southwest Metro (scope approved under CSSI 8256 – previously known as Sydenham to
Bankstown Upgrade)

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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1.

CHMP CoA, CEMF, Environmental Performance Outcomes and REMM Compliance Matrix

The Southwest Metro Project (SWM) was assessed as a Critical State Significance Infrastructure (CSSI 8256) by the Minister for Planning and
Environment under Part 5 Division 5.2 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). The Minister’s Conditions of
Approval (CoA) were granted on 12 December 2018 with conditions. On 22 October 2020 modifications to the Bankstown Station section of
SWM (Mod 1) was approved and revised CoA were granted (CSSI 8256-Mod 1). John Holland Laing O’Rourke Joint Venture (JHLOR) have
been engaged to undertake early works on SWM. The early works package is known as Southwest Metro Early Works (SMEW) and is located
between Sydenham and Stacey Street, Bankstown (including station areas). A heritage sub-plan is required as part of the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for the project under CoA C3(d). The heritage CoA are outlined in conditions E10-17 and addressed
in this plan as outlined below. Additionally, the Revised Environmental Mitigation Measures (REMM) and requirements in the Construction
Environmental Management Framework (CEMF) also provide guidance on required actions during construction works and have been
referenced accordingly.
It is noted that the term “stations” is used collectively to represent all railway stations within the SMEW project area, including Marrickville
Railway Station Group (State Heritage Register (SHR) listed), Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group (S170 listed), Canterbury Railway Station
Group (SHR listed), Lakemba Railway Station Group (S170 listed), Wiley Park Railway Station Group (S170 listed) and Punchbowl Railway
Station Group (S170 listed).
Table 1-1 Compliance Matrix
Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

Section 2.6
Appendix A

This CHMP will be reviewed by Heritage NSW, Department of
Premier and Cabinet (Heritage NSW, DPC) and City of Canterbury
Bankstown and Inner West Council. Details of consultation are
provided in Appendix A.

This table

Requirements of the CEMF have been addressed in the compliance
matrix below

Conditions Of Approval
C3

The CEMP Sub-plans must be prepared in consultation with the relevant
government agencies identified for each CEMP Sub-plan and be consistent with
the CEMF and CEMP referred to in Condition C1:
d)

Heritage

Heritage Council (or its delegate) and
Relevant Council(s)

C4

The CEMP Sub-plans must be prepared in accordance with the CEMF

C5

Details of all information requested by an agency to be included in a CEMP Sub- Section 2.6
plan as a result of consultation, including copies of all correspondence from those Appendix A
agencies, must be provided with the relevant CEMP Sub-Plan.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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This CHMP will be reviewed by Heritage NSW, DPC and City of
Canterbury Bankstown and Inner West Council. Details of
consultation are provided in Appendix A.
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

C6

Any of the CEMP Sub-plans may be submitted along with, or subsequent to, the
submission of the CEMP but in any event, no later than one (1) month before
Construction.

This plan

This CHMP will be submitted to the Secretary as a sub-plan to the
CEMP within the required timeframe

C7

Construction must not commence until the CEMP and all CEMP Sub-plans have
been approved by the Planning Secretary. The CEMP and CEMP Sub-plans, as
approved by the Planning Secretary, including any minor amendments approved
by the ER must be implemented for the duration of Construction. Where
Construction of the CSSI is staged, Construction of a stage must not commence
until the CEMP and CEMP Sub-plans for that stage have been approved by the
Planning Secretary.

This Plan

This CHMP will be approved by the Secretary as a sub-plan to the
CEMP. Minor amendments would also be approved by the
Environmental Representative (ER).

E10

Following completion of Work described in the documents listed in Conditions A1 Section 6.2.4
and A2 in relation to heritage items, a Heritage Report including the details of any Section 6.3.9
archival recording, further historical research either undertaken or to be carried
out and archaeological excavations (with artefact analysis and identification of a
final repository for finds), must be prepared in accordance with any guidelines
and standards required by the Heritage Council of NSW and OEH.

An archival record would be prepared for

E11

An Excavation Director’s Report (EDR) must be prepared for any heritage items
of State significance that are discovered during Work. The EDR must be
prepared in consultation with OEH.

Section 6.3.9

An EDR would be prepared at the conclusion of the archaeological
program and would include results of excavation of State significant
archaeology if relevant to the SMEW program.

E12

The Heritage Report and Excavation Directors Report must be submitted to the
Planning Secretary, the Heritage Council of NSW and OEH for information no
later than 24 months after the completion of Work referred to in Condition E10.

Section 6.2.4
Section 6.3.9

The archival recording report and EDR would be submitted to the
Planning Secretary, the Heritage Council of NSW and Heritage
NSW, DPC (formerly Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)) for
information no later than 24 months after the completion of work.

Section 6.2.5

A Heritage Interpretation Strategy (HIS) has been prepared for
Sydney Metro City & Southwest by Metro: Sydenham to Bankstown
Line by Artefact Heritage (October 2020) and individual Heritage
Interpretation Plans have been prepared for the stations by Artefact
Heritage as part of the SWM detailed design. A separate strategy is
therefore not required for SMEW.
This obligation has been retained by Sydney Metro

E13

The Proponent must prepare a Heritage Interpretation Strategy which outlines a
process to interpret key Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage values and stories
of heritage items in the final project design. The Heritage Interpretation Strategy
must be prepared in consultation with the Heritage Council of NSW and
submitted to the Planning Secretary for information before the commencement of
Construction.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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•
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
•
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
•
Hurlstone Park underbridge
Archival recording of the railway stations has been prepared as part
of the SWM design and would not need to be completed for SMEW.
An Excavation Directors Report (EDR) would be prepared at the
conclusion of the SMEW archaeological program. This would include
further historical research, results of archaeological excavations,
artefact analysis and identification of a final repository for finds.
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

E14

Section 6.2.5

Due to the minor nature of works a Heritage Interpretation Plan would
not be required for SMEW.
This obligation has been retained by Sydney Metro

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and is outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and is outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and is outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.

Section 6.2.2
Section 6.2.3
Section 6.2.6

Although impacts to heritage values would be minor as a result of
SMEW the following measures have been put in place to minimise
adverse impacts:

A Heritage Interpretation Plan(s) must be prepared, consistent with the Heritage
Interpretation Strategy which identifies heritage items to be used in the final
design of the project. The plan(s) must identify how items will be interpreted and
provide a timeframe for their implementation which must be no later than the
commencement of Operation. Heritage interpretation in any station precinct must
be identified in the relevant Station Design and Precinct Plan(s) required in
Condition E56.
The Heritage Interpretation Plan must be prepared in accordance with the NSW
Heritage Manual, the NSW Heritage Office’s Interpreting Heritage Places and
Items: Guidelines (August 2005), and the NSW Heritage Council’s Heritage
Interpretation Policy.

E15
An Unexpected Heritage Finds and Human Remains Procedure must be
prepared to manage unexpected heritage finds in accordance with the guidelines
and standards prepared by the Heritage Council of NSW or OEH.

E16

E17

The Unexpected Heritage Finds and Human Remains Procedure must be
prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced heritage specialist in
consultation with the Heritage Council of NSW and submitted to the Planning
Secretary for information no later than one (1) month before the commencement
of Construction.
The Unexpected Heritage Finds and Human Remains Procedure, as submitted
to the Planning Secretary, must be implemented for the duration of Construction
and during Operational maintenance Work.
Note: Human remains that are found unexpectedly during Work are under the
jurisdiction of the NSW State Coroner and must be reported to the NSW Police
immediately.

Revised Environmental Mitigation Measures
NAH1

The project design would minimise adverse impacts to heritage buildings,
elements, fabric, spaces and vistas that contribute to the overall heritage
significance of the Bankstown Line.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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Condition Requirement

NAH2

NAH3

Reference

How addressed?

Section 6.2.7
Section 6.2.8

•

Exclusion zones

•

Impact assessment memo with protection measures
recommended

•

Use of a heritage architect/heritage engineer for station and
bridge works where required

n/a

As works are minor, are generally related to rail corridor works and
would not greatly alter vistas, project design would avoid impacts to
heritage items where feasible and adhere to any addition protection
measures recommended in the impact assessment memo.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

n/a

As works are minor, are generally related to rail corridor works and
would not greatly alter vistas, project design would avoid impacts to
heritage items where feasible and adhere to any addition protection
measures recommended in the impact assessment memo.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

n/a

As works are minor and generally related to rail corridor works.
Project design would avoid direct impacts to heritage items where
feasible and adhere to any addition protection measures
recommended in the impact assessment memo.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

n/a

The SMEW would not directly impact items that would be appropriate
for adaptive.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

The project design would maximise the retention and legibility of heritage
buildings, structures, fabric, spaces and vistas that are individually significant and
contribute to the overall heritage significance of the Bankstown Line.

The project design would complement retained heritage buildings, elements,
fabric, spaces and vistas to avoid outcomes that compromise the significance of
these heritage items.

NAH4

The project design would be developed with guidance from an appropriately
qualified and experienced conservation architect.

NAH5

Where heritage significant items or elements are to be retained within the
operational area, an adaptive reuse strategy would be prepared by an
appropriately qualified and experienced heritage architect.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 9 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

Section 6.2.5

NAH6

A Heritage Interpretation Plan would be prepared to document the development
of the Bankstown Line and detail the history of each station and its contribution to
both the Bankstown Line and the surrounding suburbs.
Appropriate heritage interpretation would be incorporated in the design and would
provide legible connection between stations.

A HIS has been prepared for Sydney Metro City & Southwest by
Metro (October 2020). A separate strategy therefore is not required
for SMEW. Individual Heritage Interpretation Plans have been
prepared for the station precincts by Artefact Heritage as part of the
SWM detailed design. Additional Heritage Interpretation plans are
therefore not required for SMEW..
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

NAH7

A moveable heritage item strategy would be prepared by an appropriately
n/a
qualified and experienced heritage specialist in consultation with Sydney Trains,
and would include a comprehensive record of significant railway elements to be
impacted. This would include items contained within station and platform
buildings as well as of any other significant equipment within the curtilage of the
heritage railway stations.
The moveable heritage item strategy would form part of the broader interpretation
strategy.

A moveable heritage item strategy has been prepared for SWM by
Artefact Heritage (June 2020) as part of the detailed design. The
SMEW would not directly impact moveable heritage items as all works
undertaken within the station curtilages would typically be limited to the
platforms, abutment walls and utility modifications.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

NAH8

Where significant buildings are to be re-purposed or refreshed:
n/a
• the inherent character of the building should be retained with new additions,
including form, palette and materiality, sympathetic to its heritage values
• a suitably qualified and experienced heritage architect should advise on
appropriate materials and finishes which would be sympathetic to the heritage
values of each individual station
• the internal layout of the building should be retained where possible, and rooms
should not be subdivided unless it can be completed without adverse impact
and/or is reversible without any long term adverse impact
• a significant element register should be prepared by a suitably qualified and
experienced heritage architect. The register should list significant fabric, assess
its condition, tolerance for change and recommend retention or salvage
• where fabric of high significance is to be removed, adequate assessment should
be carried out that outlines impact and justification in accordance with the
Statements of Heritage Impact guidelines (NSW Heritage Council 2002)

The SMEW would not directly impact the station buildings and would
not involve re-purposing or refreshing significant buildings. Direct
impacts to significant fabric would be limited to minor penetrations to
platforms, retaining wall and abutment walls, but would not impact
the inherent character of these structures or require them to be
refreshed.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

n/a

The SMEW would not involve the construction of new access stairs,
concourses, canopies or lift shafts. .
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

NAH9

The design and materials used for the construction of new access stairs,
concourses, canopies and lift shafts should be as sympathetic as possible to the
existing character of the stations with the aim of minimising visual impacts.
The design should use unobtrusive, modern, lightweight materials such as glass
panelling and slim frame elements. The Design Review Panel should be
consulted in regard to the design, form and material of these additions.

NAH10

Where platforms are re-levelled, door thresholds and steps should be accessible n/a
without raising or relocation of entries. Sub-floor ventilation should remain open to
avoid long term impacts to the structures.

The SMEW would not involve re-levelling the station platforms.
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

n/a

NAH11

A landscape scheme would be prepared for the Old Sugarmill to re-instate
planting within and close to the curtilage of the item. The scheme would consider
appropriate period plants and trees. Any boundary wall treatment would be
designed in consultation with a heritage architect.

The SMEW would not directly impact the Old Sugarmill site
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

The archaeological research design, including any mitigation measures identified
in the Archaeological Assessment and Research Design report, would be
implemented.

Section 6.3.3

NAH12

An AMS has been prepared for the SMEW which outlines
appropriate archaeological management in accordance with the
AARD.

Photographic archival recording would be carried out in accordance with the
NSW Heritage Office’s How to Prepare Archival Records of Heritage Items
(1998), and Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using Film or Digital
Capture (2006).

Section 6.2.4

NAH13

Because of the minor impacts of the SMEW, archival recording
required for the project area would be limited to:
•

Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge

•

Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

•
Hurlstone Park Underbridge
Archival recording will be undertaken to a level of detail that reflects
JHLOR’s scope of works. Archival recording would be limited to areas
of the heritage items where direct or visual impacts would be minor.
Where an archival recording has been previously prepared for a
heritage item an additional archival recording may not be required as
part of SMEW. Archival recording of the stations has been completed
as part of SWM and would not be required for SMEW.
NAH14

An unexpected finds procedure would be developed and included in the
construction heritage management plan.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

NAH15

Methodologies for the removal of existing structures and construction of new
structures would be developed and implemented during construction to minimise
direct and indirect impacts to other elements within the curtilages of the heritage
items, or to heritage items located in the vicinity of works.

n/a

The SMEW would not involve removal of existing structures and
construction of new structures therefore this measure is not relevant
to the current scope of works. If JHLOR’s scope changes, the
relevance of this REMM will be reassessed, and this Plan updated as
necessary. Any updates to this plan will be assessed by the ER in
accordance with CoA A26.

NAH16

All retained heritage buildings, structures, fabric and moveable heritage items
would be protected to avoid damage during works in the vicinity of these items,
including from vibration. Retained significant buildings or elements susceptible to
damage would be protected by hoardings or screens.

Section 6.2.7
Section 8

SMEW would involve works in the vicinity of heritage items and could
involve vibration impacts, though it is unlikely. Exclusion zones would
be put in place where works were within five metres of a listed
heritage item. This may apply to
•
Marrickville Railway Station Group
•
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
•
Canterbury Railway Station Group
•
Belmore Railway Station Group
•
Lakemba Railway Station Group
•
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
•
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
•
Stone house, including interiors
•
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
•
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
•
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
Vibration monitoring will be undertaken in accordance with Section 8
of the Construction Noise and Vibration Management Sub-plan.

NAH17

Prior to construction commencing, a detailed inventory of all buildings, structures, Section 6.2.8
fabric, spaces and vistas of heritage significance that are to be retained or
Appendix D
removed would be prepared by appropriately qualified and experienced heritage
specialists. The inventory must provide an assessment of the heritage impact
based on the significance of each element and sub- element that comprises it
and include recommendations for protection and conservation relative to the
identified level of heritage significance.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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An impact assessment memo and inventory which outlines potential
impacts and protection measures for significant fabric, spaces and
vistas has been prepared for the following items:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Marrickville Railway Station Group
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
Punchbowl Railway Station Group

•

Stone house, including interiors

•

Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?
•

Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge

•

Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

•
South Dulwich Hill Heritage Conservation Area
The memo includes assessments of impacts to elements and
significant fabric and has been provided for review to Sydney Metro.
It is noted that only the exterior of the item Stone house, including
interiors has been included as there are no impacts to the interiors
associated with the works.
NAH18

In the event that unexpected archaeological remains, relics, or potential heritage
items are discovered during construction, all works in the immediate area would
cease, and the unexpected finds procedure would be implemented.

Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project

NAH19

In the event that a potential burial site or potential human skeletal material is
exposed during construction, the Transport for NSW Exhumation Management
Plan would be implemented.

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.3.7

Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required

NAH20

All works to conserve, protect or remove significant heritage fabric would be
undertaken by skilled tradespeople with experience working on heritage sites, in
consultation with an appropriately qualified conservation heritage architect.

Section 6.2.3

Advice would be sought from a conservation architect on work
methodologies where direct impacts to significant fabric of
Canterbury Railway Station Group, Wiley Park Railway Station
Group, the Cooks River underbridges and Hurlstone Park Railway
Underbridge are proposed. Advice would also be sought if the
modification or removal of redundant utilities at other railway stations
would result in impacts to significant fabric as determined by the
SMEW impact assessment memo. This measure would not apply to
other items as significant fabric would not be impacted.

AH1

Aboriginal stakeholder consultation would continue to be undertaken in
accordance with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for
Proponents (DECC, 2010).

Section 2.6
Appendix B

Consultation with Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) was
undertaken during concept design as part of the Sydney Metro
Sydenham to Bankstown Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
also during preparation of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR). The SMEW area is outside of the two
identified areas of potential archaeological deposits (PAD) in the
ACHAR. As a result, no further RAP consultation is required for this
CHMP.
RAPs would be involved if Aboriginal objects were identified during
excavations.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

AH2

The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report would be implemented.

Section 6.1.1

As no areas requiring management in the ACHAR are located within
the SMEW area Aboriginal archaeology would be managed under
the Unexpected Heritage Find Procedure

AH3

Archaeological test excavation (and salvage if required) would be carried out at
S2B PAD02 at Punchbowl Station. Excavations would be conducted in
accordance with the methodology outlined by the Aboriginal cultural heritage
assessment report.

Section 6.1.1

S2B PAD02 is not within the SMEW area therefore this measure is
not relevant to the current scope of works. If JHLOR’s scope
changes, the relevance of this REMM will be reassessed, and this
Plan updated as necessary. Any updates to this plan will be
assessed by the ER in accordance with CoA A26.

AH4

Appropriate Aboriginal heritage interpretation would be incorporated into the
design in consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders.

Section 6.2.5

The HIS and Heritage Interpretations Plans that have been prepared
for SWM as part of the detailed design have incorporated appropriate
Aboriginal heritage interpretation. Therefore, further Aboriginal
heritage interpretation is not needed for the scope of SMEW
This requirement has been deemed “not applicable” as per the
Staging Report

AH5

If potential Aboriginal items are uncovered during the works, all works in the
Section 6.1.3
immediate area would cease, and the unexpected finds procedure included in the
construction heritage management plan would be implemented.
During pre-work briefings, employees would be made aware of the unexpected
finds procedures and obligations under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project

Construction Environmental Management Framework
10.1(a)

The following heritage management objectives will apply to construction:
•
•
•
•

Section 6.1.2
Embed significant heritage values through any architectural design, Section 6.1.3
education or physical interpretation.
Section 6.2.2
Minimise impacts on items or places of heritage value.
Section 6.2.3
Avoid accidental impacts on heritage items.
Section 6.2.5
Maximise worker’s awareness of indigenous and non-indigenous heritage Section 6.2.6
Section 6.2.7
Section 6.2.8
Section 6.3.2
Section 6.3.3
Section 6.3.5
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Heritage Interpretation would not be required for the SMEW and
would be undertaken during main works
Impacts would be minimised and accidental impacts avoided by:
•

Exclusion zones

•

Impact assessment memo with protection measures
recommended

•

Use of a heritage architect/heritage engineer for station and
bridge works where required

•

Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure

•

Archaeological management under the AARD and AMS
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Condition Requirement

10.2(a)

Principal Contractors will develop and implement a Heritage Management Plan
which will include as a minimum:

(i)

Evidence of consultation with Registered Aboriginal Parties and the NSW
Heritage Council

Reference

How addressed?

Section 6.3.7
Appendix D

Heritage awareness training would be provided to all site workers.
This obligation has been retained by Sydney Metro

Section 2.6
Appendix A
Appendix B

RAP consultation not required under the scope of works
The key stakeholders related to Heritage who will be consulted in
finalisation of this CHMP are
•

Heritage Council (or delegate)

•

City of Canterbury Bankstown Council

•

Inner West Council

(ii)

Identify initiatives that will be implemented for the enhancement of heritage
Table 6-1
values and minimisation of heritage impacts, including procedures and processes Table 6-2
that will be used to implement and document heritage management initiatives
Table 6-3

Tables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3 included detailed measures to manage
heritage impacts and enhance heritage values within the scope of the
SMEW

(iii)

The heritage mitigation measures as detailed in the environmental approval
documentation

This compliance matrix details how conditions will be addressed

(iv)

The responsibilities of key project personnel with respect to the implementation of Section 7
the plan

Table 7-1 outlines roles and responsibilities

(v)

Procedures for interpretation of heritage values uncovered through salvage or
excavation during detailed design

Section 6.2.5

A HIS has been prepared for SWM and individual Heritage
Interpretation Plans have been prepared for each station precinct by
Artefact Heritage as part of detailed design. Additional Heritage
Interpretation Plans would therefore not be required for the scope of
SMEW.

(vi)

Procedures for undertaking salvage or excavation of heritage relics or sites
(where relevant), consistent with and any recordings of heritage relics prior to
works commencing that would affect them

Section 6.3.3

An AMS has been prepared for the SMEW which outlines
appropriate archaeological management in accordance with the
AARD.

(vii)

Details for the short term and/or long term management of artefacts or movable
heritage

Section 6.3.3

An AMS will be prepared for the SMEW which will outline appropriate
archaeological management including management of artefacts in
accordance with the AARD. No moveable heritage would be
impacted by the SMEW scope.
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

(viii)

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.2.3
Section 6.2.6
Section 6.2.7
Section 6.2.8
Section 6.3.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7
Appendix D

Although impacts to heritage values would be minor as a result of
SMEW the following measures have been put in place to minimise
adverse impacts:

Details of management measures to be implemented to prevent and minimise
impacts on heritage items (including further heritage investigations, archival
recordings and/or measures to protect unaffected sites during construction works
in the vicinity)

•

Exclusion zones

•

Impact assessment memo with protection measures
recommended

•

Use of a heritage architect/heritage engineer for station and
bridge works where required

•
Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure
Archaeological management under the AARD and AMS

(ix)

Procedures for unexpected heritage finds, including procedures for dealing with
human remains

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.

(x)

Heritage monitoring requirements

Section 6.3.3
Section 8

Monitoring of works within archaeological management zones will
occur in accordance with the requirements of the relevant
Archaeological Method Statement and the instruction of the
Excavation Director.
JHLOR site monitoring, auditing and reporting will be undertaken in
accordance with the CEMP

(xi)

Compliance record generation and management

Section 8
CEMP Section 15

Compliance record generation and management will be undertaken
in accordance with the CEMP

10.2(b)

The Contractor’s regular inspection will include checking of heritage mitigation
measures

Section 8
CEMP Section 15

JHLOR will undertake weekly inspections using the site monitoring
and inspection software FieldView (Environmental Inspection
Report).

10.2(c)

Compliance records will be retained by the Contractor. These will include:

(i)

Inspections undertaken in relation to heritage management measures

Section 8
CEMP Section 15

JHLOR will undertake weekly inspections using the site monitoring
and inspection software FieldView.
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?
JHLOR will also undertake inspections in line with the Severe
Environmental Risk (SER) – Heritage inspection review on a regular
basis. The Heritage SER is a focused inspection on high risk
activities that may impact on heritage and/or archaeology.
All inspections will be stored on the SMEW Project Drive.

(ii)

Archival recordings undertaken of any heritage item

Section 6.2.4

An archival record would be prepared for
•

Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

•

Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge

•
Hurlstone Park underbridge
Archival recording would be limited to areas of the heritage items where
direct or visual impacts would be minor. Where an archival recording
has been previously prepared for a heritage item an additional archival
recording may not be required as part of SMEW.
Archival recording of the stations has been completed as part of SWM
and would not be required for SMEW.
(iii)

Unexpected finds and stop work orders

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.

(iv)

Records of any impacts avoided or minimised through design or construction
methods

Section 8

JHLOR will document and records of impact avoidance or
minimisation during design and construction through:

10.3(a)

Examples of heritage mitigation measures include:

(i)

Any heritage item not affected by the works will be retained and protected
throughout construction.
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Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.2.3

•

Design Reports (Refer to relevant package)

•

Site Inspections (Environmental Inspection Report)

•

Meeting minutes (as required)

•

Memos and emails (as required)

Although impacts to heritage values would be minor as a result of
SMEW the following measures have been put in place to minimise
adverse impacts:
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Condition Requirement

Reference

How addressed?

Section 6.2.6
Section 6.2.7
Section 6.2.8
Section 6.2.9
Section 6.3.2
Section 6.3.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7
Appendix D

•

Exclusion zones

•

Impact assessment memo with protection measures
recommended

•

Use of a heritage architect/heritage engineer for station and
bridge works where required

•

Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure

•

Archaeological management under the AARD and AMS

(ii)

During construction undertake professional archaeological investigation,
excavation, and reporting of any historical Indigenous heritage sites of state
significance which will be affected. Reporting may be completed as construction
progresses

Section 6.3.3

An AMS will be prepared for the SMEW which will outline appropriate
archaeological management in accordance with the AARD.

(iii)

Undertake archival recordings of all non-Indigenous heritage items affected by
the works prior to commencement of works

Section 6.2.4

An archival record would be prepared for
•

Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

•

Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge

•
Hurlstone Park underbridge
Archival recording would be limited to areas of the heritage items where
direct or visual impacts would be minor. Where an archival recording
has been previously prepared for a heritage item an additional archival
recording may not be required as part of SMEW.
Archival recording of the stations has been completed as part of SWM
and would not be required for SMEW.
(iv)

Implement unexpected heritage find procedures for Indigenous and nonIndigenous heritage items.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 18 of 89

Section 6.1.2
Section 6.1.3
Section 6.3.5
Section 6.3.7

The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure would be
implemented for the project.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan has been completed
by Sydney Metro and outside the management of this CHMP.
Sydney Metro Exhumation Plan would be implemented where
required.
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Condition Requirement
Table
17.4

Reference

How addressed?

Section 3
Table 1-1
Table 6-1
Table 6-2
Table 6-3

Works would be undertaken within station curtilages; however, the
works would be limited to the Sydney Trains Relocation works
consisting of the modification or removal of redundant utilities and the
installation of new GST and utilities.

•

The design is sympathetic to the historic significance of existing
stations, and where practicable, avoids and minimises impacts to
heritage.

•

The preferred project retains, and where possible, repurposes all
heritage elements.

•

The design and mitigation strategies are reviewed by the Sydney Metro
Design Review Panel.

•

Impacts on heritage are managed in accordance with relevant
legislation, including the EP&A Act, the Heritage Act 1977, and relevant
guidelines.

Heritage management would be outlined under the legislation and
guidelines as discussed in the CHMP (Section 3). Works would
adhere to the CSSI CoA and REMMs (Table 1-1)

•

Potential impacts are managed by the mitigation measures.

Mitigation measures are outlined in Tables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 19 of 89
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2.

Introduction
2.1

Purpose and Background

This CHMP forms part of the CEMP for SMEW (the Project). This CHMP does not address the
main construction works for SWM which will be managed under a separate plan.
This CHMP has been prepared to address the management and mitigation of potential impacts of
the Project, to manage heritage issues and minimise risk of impact during the first stage of
development under the Minister’s CoA and REMMs.
It describes how JHLOR and its sub-contractors will ensure all risks associated with heritage
management are considered and managed effectively during the early works as described in
Section 2 of this plan. It has been prepared to support, and should be read in conjunction with, the
Sydney Metro CEMF Framework as well as a number of Sydney Metro prepared heritage related
plans and procedures.
This CHMP addresses the relevant requirements of the Project Approval (EIS, Submissions
Report and Minister’s CoA) and all applicable guidelines and standards specific to heritage
management during the Project early works.
2.2

Planning Approval

The works are to be delivered through Part 5 Division 5.2 of the EP&A Act in accordance with the
CSSI Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown CoA (SSI 8256-Mod 1). The
approval process includes specific planning conditions and commitments that must be addressed
in this CEMP sub-plan and delivered during the project.
A CoA Compliance Tracking Matrix will be established upon commencement to ensure the
approval conditions are captured, addressed and closed out. The Matrix includes all conditions
relevant to JHLOR’s scope of work and will be updated as the works progress and reviewed on a
quarterly basis to verify compliance with each condition.
2.3

Project Location and Works

Sydney Metro City & Southwest is a new 30km metro line extending metro rail from the end of
Sydney Metro Northwest at Chatswood under Sydney Harbour, through new CBD stations and
southwest to Bankstown. It is due to open in 2024 with the capacity to run a metro train every two
minutes each way through the centre of Sydney. The Sydney Metro City & Southwest comprises
of two components;
•
•

Chatswood to Sydenham project
Sydenham to Bankstown upgrade, now known as Southwest Metro (SWM)

The Southwest Metro Early Works (SMEW) will include critical enabling work activities for the
greater Sydney Metro Sydenham to Bankstown upgrade. The SMEW project site is located on
the T3 Bankstown line between Sydenham and Bankstown, NSW.
Works will occur predominately within the rail corridor. SMEW is expected to be finished in 2020.
The works will be undertaken by a John Holland Group Pty Limited (John Holland) and Laing
O’Rourke Construction Pty Limited (Laing O’Rourke) joint venture referred to as JHLOR. Laing
O’Rourke has been nominated as Principal Contractor and as such the works will occur under
Laing O’Rourke’s Management Systems.
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2.3.1

Permanent Works1

The works include all permanent new infrastructure and modifications to existing infrastructure,
which must be constructed to enable the construction of SWM. The SMEW works are consistent
with the scope approved under SSI 8256. The permanent new infrastructure and modifications to
existing infrastructure to be constructed includes:
•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•

Installation and commissioning of Combined Service Route (CSR, GST, GLT, ULXs) –
works will occur over a series of zones within the rail corridor including the Marrickville and
Canterbury Archaeological Management Zones. GST will be attached to bridges between
Marrickville and Bankstown. These works will not occur on stations
Sydney Trains signalling, communications and HV diversions – works will occur over a
series of zones within the rail corridor including the installation of a power pole within the
Canterbury Archaeological Management Zones
Sydney Trains cable relocations – works will involve the modification or removal of
redundant utilities and the installation of new GST and utilities at the stations. These works
will occur at Dulwich Hill, Canterbury, Lakemba, Wiley Park and Punchbowl stations and
will occur within the Canterbury and Lakemba Archaeological Management Zones
Rail embankment stabilisation including retaining walls – specifically Retaining Wall 1
(RW1) from the western side of Canterbury Station to the Cooks River, Retaining Wall 2
(RW2) from the Cooks River to Wairoa Street, Canterbury and Retaining Wall 3 (RW3)
from Wairoa St to Oswald Lane, Canterbury. All retaining walls are on the southern side
(down side) of the track
Installation of drainage/works to existing swales (table drains) – an existing vegetated
swale conveys water from the southern side of the corridor between Campsie Station and
the Cooks River, crossing Wairoa St via a culvert. The swale collects water from the
existing embankment that will be stabilised by RW2 and RW3
Fencing – works will occur over a series of zones within the rail corridor, including the
Marrickville Archaeological Management Zone. These works will not occur on stations.
Civil enabling works for a traction substation – western side of Campsie Station
Vegetation clearing –works will occur over a series of zones within the rail corridor including
the Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba Archaeological Management Zones. These
works will not occur on stations.

JHLOR Construction Team – refer to drawing packages;
DPK 156 CSR METRO 3
DPK 455 HV SYDNEY TRAINS
DPK 902 CORRIDOR CIVIL
DPK 904 EMBANKMENT STABILISATION
DPK 932 NOISE WALL AND FENCING
1
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2.3.2

Temporary Works

The SMEW temporary works include:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.3.3

Temporary arrangements to divert and control pedestrians, public transport users, cyclists,
public transport and traffic and to provide public access, amenity, security and safety during
all stages of design and construction of the Works
Temporary arrangements for people and vehicles to safely access all property, including
publicly accessible space affected by the Contractor's Activities
Temporary arrangements for people and vehicles to safely access the Site
Temporary access stairs, walkways and platforms within the Site
Temporary construction hoardings, fencing, noise walls, access gates and barriers on and
around the Site
All environmental safeguards and measures necessary to mitigate environmental effects
which may arise during the design and construction of the Works
Cleaning, maintenance, repair, replacement and reinstatement, as required, of all areas
occupied by the Contractor during design and construction of the Works
Temporary site facilities required for design and construction of the Works
Temporary infrastructure, safety screens and ground support installed or erected to
undertake design and construction of the Works
Temporary arrangements for Utility Services including water, electricity, stormwater,
sewerage, gas and electronic communications
Non-destructive investigation works where the design interfaces with existing services
Use of an existing Sydney Trains laydown area near Canterbury Station within the
Archaeological Management Zone (with no subsurface works)
Use of a temporary generator near Belmore Station within the Archaeological Management
Zone (with no subsurface works).
Summary of impacts to heritage items

Impacts to listed heritage items and potential archaeological resources are negligible to
moderate as a result of the SMEW. Most works would occur outside the curtilages of listed
heritage items, or outside areas with identified potential for significant archaeological resources.
Where works would be located within the curtilages of the listed railway stations the works would
be minor in nature and largely consist of the modification and removal of redundant GST and
utilities and the installation of new GST and utilities as part of the Sydney Trains Relocations.
There are no identified Aboriginal sites or areas of Aboriginal archaeological potential within the
SMEW project area. A summary of expected impacts is listed below.
•
•

Possible negligible impacts to identified areas of potential for locally significant archaeology
around Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba railways stations
Negligible impacts to the fabric of the state significant Canterbury railway station and locally
listed Wiley Park railway stations as a result of excavations within platforms, movement of
plant on the platforms, temporary removal of fence panels, and penetrations to platforms,
retaining walls, and overbridge abutment walls for the removal of existing utilities and cable
ladders and installation of new utilities, cable ladders and GST as part of the Sydney Train
Relocations
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•
•

•
•
•

•

Neutral impacts to the fabric of Marrickville Station, Dulwich Hill Station, Lakemba Station
and Punchbowl Station as a result of the Early Works
Negligible to moderate visual impacts to Marrickville Station, Dulwich Hill Station,
Canterbury Station, Lakemba Station, Wiley Park Station and Punchbowl Station as a
result of the Early Works, such as the decommissioning, modification and removal of
redundant GST and utilities and installation of new GST and utilities as part of the Sydney
Train Relocations. Removal of redundant utilities may result in positive visual impacts
Minor direct impacts to the fabric of three locally significant rail/road bridges as a result of
GST installation, maintenance, remediation works and retention wall construction.
Negligible visual impacts to three listed items that are located within, or in the vicinity of the
SMEW
Minor visual impacts to three listed items that are located within the Project site: Hurlstone
Park Railway Underbridge and Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main
Line and Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge.
Possible impacts to unexpected Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal archaeology.

The expected levels of impacts to the heritage items are based on the impact assessment memo
and inventory prepared for SMEW in accordance with REMM NAH17 (see Section 6.2.9).
The location of the heritage items within and adjacent to SMEW are illustrated in Figure 4-1 to
Figure 4-11. The location of the areas of archaeological potential within SMEW are illustrated in
Figure 4-12 to Figure 4-14.
2.3.4
Associated documents
This Plan will provide continuity between a range of documents and specific requirements to
ensure that the SMEW (Southwest Metro Early Works) Project is carried out generally in
accordance with;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – State Significant
Infrastructure Assessment (SSI 8256), dated 12th December 2018
The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown - Environmental Impact
Statement , dated 7th September 2017
The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – Submissions and
Preferred Infrastructure Report June 2018
The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – Instrument of Approval,
dated 12th December 2018
Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Staging Report
The Sydney Metro Construction Environmental Management Framework v3.2
Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure 2019
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan 2019
The Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown – Mod 1 – Bankstown
Station – State Significant Infrastructure Assessment (SSI 8256-Mod 1), dated 22nd
October 2020
The SMEW Design and Construction Deed, Scope of Works and Technical Criteria – B06
Heritage 2020
Department’s Guideline for the Preparation of Environmental Management Plans.
Appendix A1
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•
•
•

The conditions of all other environmental legislative requirements
Other relevant heritage documents such as Conservation Management Plans
All other requirements of The Contract

2.4
Mitigation, Objectives and Targets
This CHMP provides the basis for the management of heritage issues and to minimise risk of
impact during the course of the development, and mitigation of any impact that cannot be
avoided. This includes the management of unexpected heritage finds and unexpected impacts to
heritage. Mitigation and management measures are outlined in Tables 6-1, 6-2 and 6-3. The
objectives and targets of heritage management and mitigation are outlined below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•

Minimise impacts to heritage buildings, structures, fabric, spaces and vistas
Avoid accidental impacts on heritage items
Maximise worker’s awareness of indigenous and non-indigenous heritage
Compliance with the objectives of Schedule C1 Appendix B6 of the project deed (as related
to SMEW works)
No disturbance or damage to known heritage sites or items, beyond that approved by SSI
Approval
Unknown or undocumented heritage items are not knowingly destroyed, defaced or
damaged.
Consult with all relevant stakeholders prior to impacts in areas which have been assessed
to possess archaeological potential, and/or upon the discovery of unexpected NonAboriginal and Aboriginal objects or cultural features.
Any historical relics found on site shall be kept safe for consideration for incorporation into
interpretation within the public domain—within the proposed site fixtures as may be
supported by the Interpretation Strategy and Plan.
No harm, destruction or defacement of human remains, including Aboriginal burials, will
occur.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 24 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

Figure 2-1 Site layout (source: Sydney Metro City & Southwest - Sydenham to Bankstown - Submissions and
Preferred Infrastructure Report, 2018)
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2.5

Project Specific Environmental Management System

The Project CEMP is the primary Environmental Management System (EMS) document for the
delivery of the proposed works. This CHMP is one of the suite of aspect-specific support plans that
have been prepared to support the CEMP. Refer to Section 3 of the CEMP for further details.
2.6

Consultation

The Minister’s CoA C3 requires that the CHMP be prepared for the Project in consultation with
the relevant Council and Heritage NSW, DPC as delegate for the NSW Heritage Council.
The key stakeholders related to Heritage who will be consulted in finalisation of this CHMP
include:
•

Heritage Council (or delegate)

•

City of Canterbury Bankstown Council

•

Inner West Council

A summary of consultation is provided below and in Appendix B.
CoA
CSSI_8256

Agency Consultation

Requirements and date
submitted

Key issues raised

CHMP
Section
Reference

C6

Department of Planning,
Industry and
Environment

Submitted for Approval

C3(d)

Heritage Council
(Heritage Division (now
Heritage NSW, DPC) as
delegate)

Submitted for consultation
21/04/2019
Did not attend Management Plan
Consultation Workshop on
29/4/2019

Response received
N/A
21/05/2019 stating Heritage
Division have no comments
on the plan and it is
acceptable

City of Canterbury
Bankstown

Submitted for consultation
21/04/2019
Did not attend Management Plan
Consultation Workshop on
29/4/2019

Response received
Appendix
20/05/2019 querying visual A
impacts of GST design on
bridges. Relevant to design
not CHMP but responses
provided by JHLOR
16/05/2019 discussing
changes to design to
reduce impacts.

Inner West Council

Submitted for consultation
21/04/2019

Response received
6/05/2019 stating IWC
have no comments on the
plan and it is acceptable

N/A

N/A

REMM AH1 requires that Aboriginal stakeholder consultation be undertaken. Consultation with
RAPs was undertaken during concept design as part of the Sydney Metro Sydenham to
Bankstown EIS and also during preparation of the ACHAR. The SMEW area is outside of the two
identified areas of PAD in the ACHAR (see Section 4.1). As a result, no further RAP consultation
is required under the CoA or REMMs in preparation of this SWEW CHMP.
RAPs would be involved if Aboriginal objects were identified during excavations.
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3.

Legal and Other Requirements

Table 2.1 below details the legislation and planning instruments considered during development
of this Plan.
Table 3-1 Legislation and Planning Instruments
Legislation

Relevance to this CHMP

Description

EP&A Act

This Act establishes a system of environmental
planning and assessment of development proposals for
the State.

The approval conditions and
obligations are incorporated into this
CHMP.

Environment Protection
and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999
(Cwth)

The main purpose of this Act is to provide for the
protection of the environment especially those aspects
that are of national environmental importance and to
promote ecological sustainable development.

Not relevant as no NHL, CHL or
WHL items

Heritage places are listed on the National Heritage List
(NHL) for their ‘outstanding heritage value to the nation’
and are owned by a variety of constituents, including
government agencies, organisations or individuals.
Only items owned or controlled by the Commonwealth
that meet the threshold for national heritage listing
under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) are listed on the
Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) and/or the World
Heritage List (WHL) and afforded protection under the
EPBC Act.
National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NP&W
Act)

The relevance of this Act is firstly in respect to the
protection and preservation of aboriginal artefacts.
Discovery of material on site suspected as being of
aboriginal origin must be reported and protected
pending assessment and direction by the Client’s
Representative.

No Aboriginal sites or areas of
archaeological potential have been
identified within the project site. An
Aboriginal heritage impact permit
under section 90 of the NP&W Act is
not required for works approved
under Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act.
.

Heritage Act 1977
(Heritage Act)

This Act provides for the preservation and conservation
of heritage items such as building, works, relic, places
of historic interest, scientific, cultural, social,
archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic
significance.
It is an offence under this Act to wilfully and knowingly
damage or destroy items of heritage value.
Do not demolish, damage, move or develop around any
place, building, work, relic, moveable object, precinct,
or land that is the subject of an interim heritage order or
listing on the SHR or heritage listing in a Local
Environmental Plan without an approval from the
Heritage Council (NSW) or local council.
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Legislation

Relevance to this CHMP

Description

Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Heritage
Protection Act 1984
(Cwth)

This Act provides for the preservation and protection
from injury or desecration to areas and objects of
particular significance to Aboriginals. Areas and objects
can be protected by Ministerial Declaration and it is then
an offence to contravene such a declaration.

No areas or objects within the
Project have been identified as
being subject to such a declaration
and this Act is of little relevance to
the project.

Coroners Act

This Act enables coroners to investigate certain kinds
of deaths or suspected deaths in order to determine the
identities of the deceased persons, the times and dates
of their deaths and the manner and cause of their
deaths.

This Act is relevant if Human
Skeletal Remains are located within
the project area

3.1

Guidelines

Additional guidelines and standards relating to the management of Aboriginal and historic cultural
heritage include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
3.2

Code of Practice for the archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW (OEH
2010)
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (OEH 2010)
Due Diligence Code of practice for protection of Aboriginal objects in NSW (OEH 2010)
Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW
(OEH 2010)
Guide to Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit processes and decision making
Assessing Heritage Significance (NSW Heritage Office 2001)
Levels of Heritage Significance (NSW Heritage Office 2008)
Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and Relics (NSW Heritage
Branch, Department of Planning 2009)
Investigating Heritage Significance (NSW Heritage Office 2001)
NSW Government’s Aboriginal Participation in Construction Guidelines (2007).
How to Prepare Archival Recording of Heritage Items (Heritage Branch 1998).
Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using Film or Digital Capture (Heritage Branch
2006).
Guidelines for the Management of Human Skeletal Remains under the Heritage Act 1977
ISCA

The Project will pursue a rating under the IS Rating Scheme V1.2. This plan relates to several of
the IS credits listed below:
3.2.1
•
•

ISCA Her-1
Measures to minimise adverse impacts to heritage during construction have been
identified and implemented (Section 6.2)
Heritage aspects relevant to this credit must be managed, reviewed or audited by a
suitably qualified professional. A suitably qualified professional is someone who has a
formal cultural heritage qualification and minimum of five years’ experience (Table 6-2).
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3.2.2
•
•
•

ISCA Her-2
Monitoring of heritage is undertaken at appropriate intervals during construction (Table 61).
Monitoring and modelling demonstrates enhancements to heritage values (Table 6-1).
Heritage aspects relevant to this credit must be managed, reviewed or audited by a
suitably qualified professional. A suitably qualified professional is someone who has a
formal cultural heritage qualification and minimum of five years’ experience (Table 6-2).
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4.

Existing Environment

The existing environment and heritage context of the Project has been assessed in the following
background reports prepared to support the EIS for the Project:
•
•

Sydney Metro City and Southwest –Sydenham to Bankstown: Aboriginal Heritage
Archaeological Assessment, prepared by Artefact Heritage (2017a)
Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown: Non-Aboriginal Heritage
Impact Assessment (HIA), prepared by Artefact Heritage (2017b).

Additional reports, which have been prepared for the project and have been used to support this
management plan also include:
•
•

Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Historical Archaeological
Assessment and Research Design by Artefact Heritage (2017c)
Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown: Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), prepared by Artefact Heritage (2017d)

These reports have been referenced to inform this management plan in regard to existing
environment, heritage significance and archaeological potential.
4.1

Aboriginal Heritage

Artefact Heritage (2017a) undertook a heritage assessment of the Sydney Metro City and
Southwest – Sydenham to Bankstown Project. An ACHAR was also prepared in consultation with
the RAPs (2017d). No previously registered Aboriginal sites were located within the project area.
Two areas of PAD were located during the site survey for the EIS study, but these are well outside
the SMEW project area, near Belmore and Punchbowl Stations. The remainder of the EIS project
area was found to have low Aboriginal archaeological potential and significance.
An assessment of Aboriginal archaeological potential for the rail corridor that encompasses the
SMEW area found:
The rail corridor consists of an undulating landform including slope, crest and flat landform
contexts. Large portions of the rail corridor are located through significantly modified landform
contexts, including large cuts through the underlying shale and sandstone geology.
Visibility was generally low throughout the corridor, impeded by vegetation, structures, fill, rail
track and ballast. Soil exposures occurred within areas of erosion in vehicle access tracks and
cuts. Impacts within the rail corridor are extensive, and include landform modification, subsurface
infrastructure such as gas pipelines and galvanised steel troughs, electricity and
telecommunications cables as well as rail infrastructure such as overhead wiring structures.
(ACHAR page 28)
The archaeological potential for the SMEW project area is considered to be low with a low
Aboriginal archaeological and cultural significance.
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4.2
4.2.1

Built Heritage

Heritage listings

The SMEW would be largely undertaken outside the SHR station curtilages. However, minor works
such as the modification and removal of redundant GST and utilities and the installation of new
GST and utilities would be required within two of the SHR listed stations along the alignment
(Marrickville and Canterbury Railway Station Groups). A number of locally listed items would be
impacted by the SMEW, including additional station catchments. These heritage items and their
registered listings are shown in Table 4-1 below. Note that the ‘stone house including interiors’ will
not be directly impacted. Works will occur adjacent to the item therefore it has been included in
order to manage any indirect impacts.
Table 4-1 Heritage Listed Items in and near the Project Area
Item
Stone house,
including interiors

Marrickville Railway
Station Group

South Dulwich Hill
Heritage
Conservation Area
Dulwich Hill Railway
Station Group
Hurlstone Park
Railway
Underbridge

Canterbury Railway
Station Group

Canterbury (Cooks
River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks
River/Charles St)
Underbridge – Main
Line
Lakemba Railway
Station Group

Listings

Significance

•

Marrickville LEP 2011 (I114)

•

SHR (01186)

•

RailCorp s170
(4801091)

•

Marrickville LEP 2011 (I89)

•

Marrickville LEP 2011 (C29)

Local

•

RailCorp S.170 Heritage and Conservation Register
(4801909)

State

•

Marrickville LEP 2011 (I316)

•

RailCorp S.170 Heritage and Conservation Register
(4805737)

Heritage

Local

and

Conservation

Register

•

Canterbury LEP 2012 (I126)

•

SHR (01109)

•

RailCorp s170
(4801100)

•

Canterbury LEP 2012 (I67)

•

RailCorp S.170 Heritage and Conservation Register
(4801568)

Heritage

and

Conservation

Register

•

Canterbury LEP 2012 (I72)

•

RailCorp S.170 Heritage and Conservation Register
(5062566)

•

RailCorp s170
(4801916)

•
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Item
Wiley Park Railway
Station Group

Punchbowl Railway
Station Group

Listings
•

RailCorp s170
(4801946)

Heritage

Conservation

Register
Local

•

Canterbury LEP 2012 (I159)

•

RailCorp s170
(4802067)

•

Canterbury LEP 2012 (I155)
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Figure 4-1 Heritage curtilages overview
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Figure 4-2 Heritage curtilage – Marrickville Railway Station Group
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Figure 4-3 Heritage curtilage – stone house including interiors
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Figure 4-4 Heritage curtilage Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group and South Dulwich Hill Heritage Conservation Area
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Figure 4-5 Heritage curtilage Canterbury Railway Station Group
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Figure 4-6 Heritage curtilage Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
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Figure 4-7 Heritage curtilage Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
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Figure 4-8 Heritage curtilage Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
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Figure 4-9 Heritage curtilage Lakemba Railway Station Group
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Figure 4-10 Heritage curtilage Wiley Park Railway Station Group
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Figure 4-11 Heritage curtilage Punchbowl Railway Station Group
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4.3
4.3.1

Non-Aboriginal Archaeology

Defined areas of Archaeological Potential within SMEW area

SMEW will be undertaken within portions of three areas of defined archaeological potential as
outlined in the AARD. These areas are in the vicinity of Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba
Railway Stations. A detailed history, assessment for archaeological potential and significance is
included in the AARD and is summarised below. Note that a temporary generator will be installed
within the AMZ at Belmore Station, but no subsurface works will be undertaken therefore further
discussion is not required as archaeological remains would not be impacted.
Marrickville Railway Station
The SMEW area includes a portion of the rail corridor to the east of Marrickville Railway Station
which was assessed in the AARD as having a moderate-high potential for locally significant
archaeology associated with the development of rail infrastructure. A former air raid shelter was
also identified and depending on intactness has the potential to reach the threshold of local
significance. The area to be impacted by the SMEW is designated in the AARD partly requiring an
AMS and possibly archaeological management such as monitoring, while a portion would be
managed under the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure.
The AARD assessed that there would be nil to low potential for archaeological remains associated
with nineteenth century farming. Any remains are unlikely to have research value. There is
moderate to high potential for archaeological remains associated with the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century development of the Bankstown rail line, Marrickville Station and the Earlwood
tramline, although they are likely to be truncated. These archaeological remains have potential to
reach the threshold for local heritage significance, depending on the intactness. Potential
archaeological remains of the WWII air raid shelter would be of local significance for research
potential, associative and technical significance, and for demonstrating the historical and physical
elements of Sydney’s defence and protection response to World War II.
Canterbury Railway Station
The SMEW area includes a portion of Canterbury Railway Station which was assessed in the
AARD as having moderate potential for locally significant archaeology associated with the
development of rail infrastructure. The SMEW area also includes an area to the east of Canterbury
Railway Station which was assessed in the AARD as having a low potential for locally significant
archaeology associated with the development of rail infrastructure and the early settlement of the
township associated with the Australasian Sugar Company. The areas to be impacted by the
SMEW are designated in the AARD as partly requiring an AMS and possibly archaeological
management such as monitoring, while a portion would be managed under the Unexpected Finds
Procedure as remains are likely to have been impacted by the construction of the rai line.
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The AARD found that there is nil to low potential for archaeological remains associated with
nineteenth century farming to be present. Any remains are unlikely to have research value. There
is moderate to high potential for remains of structures associated with the Canterbury Sugar
Company works and outbuildings. These would have high research value and associative and
historical significance at a local or State level depending on nature and intactness, although
remains of State significance are unlikely to be present in the SMEW area and are more likely
outside the rail corridor as identified in the AARD. Archaeological remains associated with the
historical development of the Bankstown rail line, Canterbury Station and Canterbury Park
Racecourse may be present. Depending on the intactness of the remains, potential archaeological
remains could reach the threshold for local significance.
Lakemba Railway Station
The SMEW area includes a portion of the rail corridor through Lakemba Railway Station which
was assessed in the AARD as having a low-moderate potential for locally significant archaeology
associated with the development of rail infrastructure. The area to be impacted by the SMEW is
designated in the AARD partly requiring an AMS and possibly archaeological management such
as monitoring.
The AARD found that there is nil to low potential for archaeological remains associated with
nineteenth century farming to be present. Any remains are unlikely to have research value. There
is low-moderate potential for archaeological remains associated with the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century development of the Bankstown rail line and Lakemba Station, including the first
timber island platform at the station. These archaeological remains have potential to reach the
threshold for local heritage significance, depending on the intactness, particularly remains
associated with ‘Lakemba’ and the Lakemba 1909 timber island platform.
4.3.2

Archaeological potential of the remainder of the SMEW area

The rail corridor and station catchments not specified as having archaeological potential were
found to have nil-low potential to contain significant archaeological remains in the AARD. The
majority of the SMEW will be undertaken in these areas.
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Figure 4-12: Archaeological potential at Marrickville Station

Figure 4-13: Archaeological potential at Canterbury Station
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Figure 4-14: Archaeological potential at Lakemba Station
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5.

Construction Risk Assessment

Impacts of the Project are described in Table 5-1, Table 5-2 and the aspects and impacts register in the CEMP.
Management measures to address these identified risks are included in Section 6.

Table 5-1 Aboriginal Heritage – Aspects, Impacts and Risks
Activity

Aspect/s

Subsurface excavations for noise walls and Excavation
CSR construction

Impact/s
Finding/disturbance
to
and/or
destruction of unexpected burials,
human remains or other Aboriginal
objects.

Table 5-2: Built heritage – Aspects, Impacts and Risks
Activity
Installation of Sydney Trains CSR and GST
within curtilages of heritage items including
Dulwich Hill Station, Canterbury Station,
Lakemba Station, Wiley Park Station and
Punchbowl Station

Aspect/s

Impact/s

Installation, plant movement on Visual impacts, impacts to fabric
platforms, temporary removal of
fencing to provide access, and
minor excavations

Decommissioning, modification and removal Modifications, removals and minor Visual impacts, impacts to fabric
of redundant Sydney Trains GST and utilities excavations
(positive visual impacts from the
within curtilages of heritage items including
removal of redundant utilities)
Dulwich Hill Station, Canterbury Station,
Lakemba Station, Wiley Park Station,
Punchbowl Station
Installation of GST within curtilages of heritage Installation and minor excavations Visual impacts, impacts to fabric
items including Cooks River Bridge, Foord
Street Bridge and South Dulwich Hill Heritage
Conservation Area
Construction of retaining walls at the Cooks Construction of walls
River bridge

Visual impacts, impacts to fabric

Construction of noise walls

Finding/disturbance to and/or
destruction of unexpected
archaeological remains

Construction of walls

Construction and use of compound sites and Installation and operation
laydown areas

Temporary visual impacts to listed
items

Temporary works

Pedestrian control and access, Temporary visual impacts to listed
installation of hoarding, fencing items
and other temporary works such
as
temporary
generator
installation

Utilities and drainage works

Excavation, vibration and soil Temporary visual impacts to listed
compaction due to the use of items
heavy machinery, cutting and
filling, installation of fencing
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Table 5-3 Non-Aboriginal Archaeology– Aspects, Impacts and Risks
Activity

Aspect/s

Impact/s

Subsurface excavations for noise walls, Excavation
retaining walls, and CSR construction

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Installation of Sydney Trains CSR and GST Excavation
within curtilages of heritage items including
Canterbury Station and Lakemba Station

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Decommissioning, modification and removal Excavation
of redundant Sydney Trains GST and utilities
within curtilages of heritage items including
Dulwich Hill Station, Canterbury Station,
Hurlstone Station, Lakemba Station, Wiley
Park Station, Punchbowl Station

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Installation of GST within curtilages of heritage Excavation
items including Cooks River Bridge, Foord
Street Bridge and South Dulwich Hill Heritage
Conservation Area

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Construction of retaining walls at the Cooks Excavation
River bridge

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Construction of noise walls

Excavation

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance

Construction and use of compound sites and Excavation
laydown areas

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance.
Laydown area in Canterbury AMZ
will not require subsurface impacts
so no impacts to archaeology.

Temporary works

Excavation

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance.
Installation of temporary generator
near Belmore Station within the
AMZ will not require subsurface
impacts
so
no
impact to
archaeology.

Utilities and drainage works

Excavation.

Disturbance to and/or destruction of
non-Aboriginal
archaeological
deposits of local significance
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6.

Management Measures

This section describes the overall approach and principles associated with managing and
mitigating Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal cultural heritage risks of the Project. The management
measures are based on the mitigation measures compiled from the relevant requirements of the
Project Approval as modified, REMMs, requirements from the Design and Construction Deed,
Scope of Works and Technical Criteria, relevant elements of Metro’s CEMF and the requirements
and standards of JHLOR.
The following sections discuss management measures as required under the CoA, REMMS,
Scope of Works and Technical Criteria – B06 Heritage and other relevant Metro documents
which are referenced in text.
6.1
6.1.1

Aboriginal archaeological management

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report

An ACHAR was prepared by Artefact Heritage (2017d) as part of the Preferred Infrastructure
Report (PIR) which forms part of the Approved Project as modified (CoA E15, E16 and E17).
Comprehensive Aboriginal consultation was undertaken as part of the preparation of the
ACHAR, including an Aboriginal Focus Group (AFG) meeting. All RAPs who responded
through consultation were in support of the proposed archaeological management
methodology included in the ACHAR.
The ACHAR identified two areas of PAD that are outside the SMEW area, near Belmore and
Punchbowl Stations. The ACHAR required that the rest of the Sydenham to Bankstown
corridor would be managed under the Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure.
The ACHAR would be implemented in accordance with REMM AH2.
6.1.2

Human remains

If suspected human remains are identified, the Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds
Procedure and Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan would be implemented in
accordance with E15, E16 and E17.
Works will immediately cease in that area. The discoverer will immediately notify machinery
operators so that no further disturbance of the remains will occur, as well as notify the
foreman/site supervisor, principal contractor, project archaeologist and Sydney Metro ER.
The Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan will be enacted. Preliminary notification to
the NSW Police will be undertaken by the Sydney Metro Environmental Manager.
Once confirmation is received from the technical specialist that the remains are of human
origin, there are three possible statutory pathways to follow based on the assessment. Refer
to the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan.
No works to recommence until clearance is provided by OEH and/or the NSW Police as
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan
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6.1.3

Unexpected finds

Following the discovery of new finds of Aboriginal objects – works will cease in the
immediate area and the area secured. Assessment of the site/object and subsequent
management of the site will be carried out in accordance with the Sydney Metro Unexpected
Heritage Finds Procedure. The use of the Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds
Procedure would satisfy the requirement in E15, E16 and E17 to include measures to
manage an unexpected find in the CHMP.
All new sites will be recorded on standard Archaeological Heritage Information Management
Service (AHIMS) site cards and lodged with Heritage NSW, DPC.
6.1.4

Clearance

A written clearance confirmation would be provided by the project archaeologist to JHLOR once
Aboriginal archaeological management has been completed in an area. This would be signed off
by Metro before works commenced. Construction would continue under the Unexpected
Heritage Finds Procedure.
6.1.5

Reporting

Upon completion of any unexpected finds reporting and required mitigation measures, post
excavation reporting in accordance with the OEH Aboriginal requirements will be undertaken
within two years of the completion of SMEW archaeological works. The post-excavation report to
be prepared by the Aboriginal archaeologist in consultation with the RAPs. RAPs would review
the draft report prior to finalisation.
6.2
6.2.1

Built Heritage Management

General

Impacts to built heritage as a result of the SMEW would be minimal. They are generally limited to
the following:
•
•

•
•

•

Possible negligible impacts to identified areas of potential for locally significant archaeology
around Marrickville Canterbury, and Lakemba railways stations
Negligible impacts to the fabric of the state significant Canterbury railway station and locally
listed Wiley Park railway stations as a result of excavations within platforms, movement of
plant on the platforms, temporary removal of fence panels, and penetrations to platforms,
retaining walls, and overbridge abutment walls for the removal of existing utilities and cable
ladders and installation of new utilities, cable ladders and GST as part of the Sydney Train
Relocations
Neutral impacts to the fabric of Marrickville Station, Dulwich Hill Station, Lakemba Station
and Punchbowl Station as a result of the Early Works
Negligible to moderate visual impacts to Marrickville Station, Dulwich Hill Station,
Canterbury Station, Lakemba Station, Wiley Park Station and Punchbowl Station as a
result of the Early Works, such as the decommissioning, modification and removal of
redundant GST and utilities and installation of new GST and utilities as part of the Sydney
Train Relocations. Removal of redundant utilities may result in positive visual impacts
Minor impacts to the fabric of three locally significant rail/road bridges as a result of GST
installation, bridge repair, maintenance and retention wall construction.
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•

Negligible visual impacts to five listed items that are located within, or in the vicinity of the
SMEW

The expected levels of impacts to the heritage items are based on the impact assessment memo
and inventory prepared for SMEW in accordance with REMM NAH17 (see Section 6.2.9).
6.2.2

Design Requirements

Design requirements are outside the scope of this CHMP but should follow REMM NAH1 for
avoidance of impacts, NAH2 and NAH3 in regard to the sensitivity of design to heritage items,
and CEMF Table 17.4 in regard to ensuring that the design is sympathetic to the historic
significance of existing stations. The obligations to address these REMMs and mitigation
measures are retained by Sydney Metro in the staging report.
The following measures have been put in place to minimise adverse impacts resulting from SMEW
and are discussed in the following sections of the CHMP. These measures identify the impacts
resulting from the SMEW works and outline mitigation strategies that would be employed during
the works in order to avoid or reduce impact levels to the identified heritage items where possible:
•
•
•

Exclusion zones during works
Preparation of an impact assessment memo and heritage inventory with protection
measures recommended
Use of a conservation architect/heritage engineer for station and bridge works where
required

Artefact Heritage are the nominated heritage specialists will work with the design team where
required to provide advice and guidance to minimise heritage impact.
6.2.3

Conservation Architect

Where works are undertaken with the curtilage of a heritage item and would remove or impact
significant heritage fabric (as identified by the impact assessment memo – see Section 6.2.9), work
methodologies will be undertaken by skilled tradespeople in consultation with a conservation
architect in accordance with REMM NAH20. At a minimum this would include works undertaken
within the curtilages of:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Canterbury Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
South Dulwich Hill Heritage Conservation Area
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

Where works are undertaken within the curtilage of a heritage item but would not impact
significant fabric, input from a conservation architect would not be required.
6.2.4

Archival Photographic Recording

Archival photographic recording would be undertaken according to the methodologies of the
following documents as specified in E10, E12 and NAH13:
•

NSW Heritage Council guideline “Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using Film
or Digital Capture” (2006); and
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•

NSW Heritage Office publication “How to Prepare Archival Records of Heritage Items”
(1998).

Because of the minor impacts of the SMEW, archival recording required for the project area
would be limited to:
•
•
•

Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge

Archival recording would be limited to areas of the heritage items where direct or visual impacts
would be minor. Where an archival recording has been previously prepared for a heritage item
an additional archival recording would not be required as part of SMEW, this is the case for all
stations.
The Heritage Archival Recording Report will be prepared within two years of completion of
SMEW archival recording in accordance with condition E12 and submitted to the Planning
Secretary, the Heritage Council of NSW and Heritage NSW, DPC.
6.2.5

Heritage Interpretation

A HIS has been prepared for Sydney Metro City & Southwest: Sydenham to Bankstown Line by
Artefact Heritage (October 2020). A separate strategy is therefore not required for SMEW. Due to
the minor nature of works a Heritage Interpretation Plan would not be required for SMEW.
Sydney Metro have taken on this obligation.
6.2.6

Heritage Engineer

As the listed items to be directly impacted are road/rail bridges a heritage engineer would be
consulted in regard to any significant structural issues (where required).
6.2.7

Exclusion zones

Exclusion zones, including hoarding, screening or mapped no go zones would be provided
where SMEW are to be undertaken in close proximity to heritage items, or significant elements of
items that are not to be impacted. In accordance with NAH16 this applied at a minimum to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stone house, including interiors
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line

The requirements for exclusion zones when working in the vicinity of the heritage items would be
included in site inductions and toolbox meetings (Section 6.4).
6.2.8

Heritage memo

SMEW would not generally be undertaken in the vicinity of heritage items, apart from those listed
below. An impact assessment memo and heritage inventory which outline potential impacts and
protection measures for significant fabric would be prepared in accordance with NAH17 for the
following items:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stone house, including interiors
Marrickville Railway Station Group
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
South Dulwich Hill Heritage Conservation Area

The memo includes assessment of impacts to elements and significant fabric and has been
provided for review to Sydney Metro – see Appendix D.
It is noted that only the exterior of the item Stone house, including interiors will be included as there are no impacts to
the interiors associated with the works.

6.3
6.3.1

Non-Aboriginal Archaeological Management

Archaeological Zoning

The AARD divided the project into archaeological management zones based on archaeological
potential and construction impacts. These management zones are the high level framework on
which site specific archaeological management documents are based.
Archaeological management zone mapping in Figures 6.1 to 6.3 is based on a ‘traffic light’
coding:
•

Red (Zone 1): Direct impact to significant archaeology. Archaeological investigation
required prior to any construction impacts (bulk excavation etc.).

•

Amber (Zone 2): Potential impact to significant archaeology. Prepare Work Stage
Specific AMS once construction methodology and impacts are known. Archaeological
investigation is likely required.

•

Green (Zone 3): Unlikely to contain significant archaeology. Construction to proceed with
Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure as nil-low potential for significant archaeological
remains.

6.3.2

Archaeological Management

Archaeological management would be undertaken in accordance with the works specific AMS
documents and in accordance with the archaeological zoning plan and AARD (Figures 6.1 and
6.2).
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6.3.3

Archaeological Method Statement

An AMS has been prepared for the SMEW, including management for works within the defined
areas of archaeological potential near Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba Stations that would
be impacted, as well as the procedure for managing unexpected archaeological finds across the
remainder of the corridor. The AMS includes detail on archaeological potential and significance
based on the AARD with additional information related to the subject site as required. It includes
a methodology for archaeological management such as archaeological monitoring or
test/salvage excavation in accordance with the AARD approved methodology. In accordance
with NAH12 the AMS also includes a methodology for analysis of heritage items, archaeological
and artefact management strategies and a sieving strategy.
All AMS documents will be submitted to the ER for review.
6.3.4

Excavation Directors

Before excavation of archaeological management sites, the Proponent must nominate a
suitably qualified Excavation Director who complies with the Heritage Council of NSW’s
Criteria for Assessment of Excavation Directors (July 2011) to oversee and advise on
matters associated with historic archaeology and advise the Department of Planning,
Industry and Environment and the Heritage Division of OEH.
The nominated Primary Excavation Director is Dr Iain Stuart, Secondary Excavation Director
is Jenny Winnett, with Duncan Jones as Site Director. The Excavation Director will have
input into any AMS for areas where local or State significant archaeology is to be impacted.
Roles and responsibilities are discussed in table 7-1.
6.3.5

Unexpected finds

Unexpected non-Aboriginal archaeological finds would be managed under the Sydney Metro
Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure.
An archaeological find would be unexpected if it was not identified in the AARD or the AMS
as a class or type of possible remain, or if it was identified as locally significant but was
assessed, after identification, as being of State significance.
The Sydney Metro Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure complies with Section 146 of the
Heritage Act, Notification of discovery of relic:
A person who is aware or believes that he or she has discovered or located a relic (in any
circumstances, and whether or not the person has been issued with a permit) must: (a) within
a reasonable time after he or she first becomes aware or believes that he or she has
discovered or located that relic, notify the Heritage Council of the location of the relic, unless
he or she believes on reasonable grounds that the Heritage Council is aware of the location
of the relic, and (b) within the period required by the Heritage Council, furnish the Heritage
Council with such information concerning the relic as the Heritage Council may reasonably
require.
Notification under s146 would only be required if the relic was unexpected.
6.3.6

Clearance

A written clearance confirmation would be provided by the Primary Excavation Director to
JHLOR once archaeological management has been completed in an area. This would be
signed off by Metro before works commenced. Construction would continue under the
Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure.
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6.3.7

Human Remains

If suspected human remains are identified, the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan
would be implemented in accordance with E15, E16 and E17.
Works will immediately cease in that area. The discoverer will immediately notify machinery
operators so that no further disturbance of the remains will occur, as well as notify the
foreman/site supervisor, principal contractor, project archaeologist and Sydney Metro ER. This
requirement will form part of the site induction. The Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan
will be enacted. Preliminary notification to the NSW Police will be undertaken by JHLOR.
Once confirmation is received from the technical specialist that the remains are of human origin,
there are three possible statutory pathways to follow based on the assessment. Refer to the
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan.
No works to recommence until clearance is provided by OEH and/or the NSW Police as per the
Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan
Dr Denise Donlon is the nominated forensic anthropologist for the Project. She would be
consulted in the event of a discovery of expected human remains.
6.3.8

Storage of archaeological remains

Where possible artefact cleaning and preliminary cataloguing would occur on site, otherwise
artefacts would be catalogued and stored off site at the Metro facility at Rosebery. Details on
proposed sampling and analysis would be provided in the AMS document in accordance with
the AARD. Artefact’s cataloguing database would be used along with a sampling procedure
outlined in the AMS and approved by the Primary Excavation Director.
6.3.9

Analysis and reporting

A preliminary results report will be prepared within two months of completion of archaeological
work. This would be prepared under the direction of the Primary Excavation Director.
An EDR will be prepared within two years of completion of SMEW archaeological excavations
and submitted to the Planning Secretary, the Heritage Council of NSW and Heritage NSW, DPC
in accordance with conditions E10, E11 and E12.
The EDR will be prepared in accordance with the standard requirements of an Excavation permit
issued by the Heritage Council:
a. An executive summary of the archaeological programme
b. Due credit to the client paying for the excavation, on the title page
c. An accurate site location and site plan (with scale and north arrow)
d. Historical research, references and bibliography
e. Detailed information on the excavation, including the aim, the context for the
excavation, procedures, treatment of artefacts (cleaning, conserving, sorting, cataloguing,
labelling, scale photographs and/or drawings, location of repository) and analysis of the
information retrieved
f. Nominated repository for the items
g. Detailed response to research questions (at minimum those stated in the approved
Research Design)

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 56 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

h. Conclusions from the archaeological programme. The information must include a
reassessment of the site’s heritage significance, statement(s) on how archaeological
investigations at this site have contributed to the community’s understanding of the site
and other comparable archaeological sites in the local area and any relevant
recommendations for the future management of the site information and artefacts
i. Details of how this information about this excavation has been publicly disseminated
(for example provide details about Public Open Days and include copies of press
releases, public brochures and/or information signs produced to explain the
archaeological significance of the site).

Figure 6-1 Archaeological Management zoning for Marrickville Station (Artefact Heritage 2017c)
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Figure 6-2 Archaeological Management zoning for Canterbury Station (Artefact Heritage 2017c)

Figure 6-3 Archaeological Management zoning for Lakemba Station (Artefact Heritage 2017c)
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Table 6-1 SMEW Construction, Management Action and Responsibilities, Aboriginal Heritage
Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management

The Environment Manager will
undertake weekly inspections and
monitoring of construction activities
to ensure compliance with the
requirements of the CoA and this
plan.

Weekly during
construction

Environmental Manager

•

Undertake weekly inspections and monitoring of construction activities to ensure
compliance with the requirements of the CoAs and this plan.

Daily inspections of controls will be
undertaken by Supervisors during
works.

Daily during
construction

Site Supervisors

•

Complete daily inspections of the controls during works.

All relevant personnel and
contractors involved in the design
and construction of the Project
must be advised of the relevant
heritage considerations, legislative
requirements and commitments.

Pre-construction

Environmental Manager

•

Ensure all personnel involved in earthworks or any type of disturbance are
appropriately trained / inducted and made aware of the cultural significance of the
area, including site identification and materials likely to be uncovered.
Personnel will be instructed to notify the Environmental Manager in the event they
identify any object which they believe to be of archaeological or cultural origin.

Aboriginal
stakeholder
identification (RAP) and contact
details in case of unexpected finds.

Pre-construction

Monitoring

Management

Archaeologist
•

Environmental Manager

•
•
•

Identify RAPs (Appendix B).
Contact RAPs in accordance with the Unexpected Heritage Finds Protocol in the
case of unexpected finds of an Aboriginal object or potential Aboriginal human
skeletal remains and/or Aboriginal burials (AH1).
RAPs should be consulted prior to test or salvage excavation commencing in
accordance with the project ACHAR and should be given the opportunity to
participate in any excavation works in accordance with the ACHAR.

Incident Response
Unexpected finds procedures for
Aboriginal objects.
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•
•

Following the discovery of new finds of Aboriginal objects – works will cease in the
immediate area and the area secured in accordance with the Unexpected Heritage
Finds Procedure which in accordance with E15, E16, E17, AH5, NAH14 and NAH18.
Assessment of the site/object and subsequent management of the site will be carried
out in accordance with the Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Protocol and the
ACHAR (AH2).
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Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management
•
•

Unexpected finds procedures for
human skeletal remains.

Identification of a
potential burial or
discovery of skeletal
remains.

Environmental Manager

•

•
•

Where impacts are identified
outside the project area

New impact areas not
previously surveyed

Environmental Manager

•
•
•

Site clearance after archaeological
management completed

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture
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•

In addition, the site will be recorded on standard AHIMS site cards and lodged with
OEH.
Upon completion of any unexpected finds reporting and required mitigation
measures, post excavation reporting in accordance with the OEH Aboriginal
requirements will be undertaken within 12 months of the completion of the Project.
Post-excavation report to be prepared by the Aboriginal archaeologist in consultation
with the RAPs.
Works will immediately cease in that area. The discoverer will immediately notify
machinery operators so that no further disturbance of the remains will occur, as well
as notify the foreman/site supervisor, principal contractor, project archaeologist and
Sydney Metro ER (E17, NAH14, AH5, NAH19). The Sydney Metro Exhumation
Management Plan (E15) will be enacted. Preliminary notification to the NSW Police
will be undertaken by the Sydney Metro Environmental Manager.
Once confirmation is received from the technical specialist that the remains are of
human origin, there are three possible statutory pathways to follow based on the
assessment. Refer to the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan.
No works to recommence until clearance is provided by OEH and/or the NSW Police
as per the protocol outlined in Section 6.3.7 of this CHMP and the Sydney Metro
Exhumation Management Plan.
Non-conformance procedures outlined in the CEMP (Section 17).
Where practicable avoid additional impacts, or confirm appropriate mitigation
measures.
Ensure that consistency assessments are undertaken for any new impact areas and
approval sought from Sydney Metro. Further consultation with RAPs would be
required where a consistency assessment identifies additional impacts to Aboriginal
heritage. The consistency assessment would outline appropriate mitigation
measures.
Site clearance would be required from the project archaeologist prior to construction
commencing. This clearance would be in the form of a memo or email and would
apply to a work specific area or the project sites as a whole, depending on stage of
works.
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Table 6-2 SMEW Construction, Management Action and Responsibilities, Built Heritage
Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management

Monitoring
The Environment Manager will
undertake weekly inspections
and monitoring of construction
activities to ensure compliance
with the requirements of the CoA
and this plan.

Weekly during
construction

Environmental Manager

•

Daily inspections of controls will
be undertaken by Supervisors
during works.

Daily during Construction

Site Supervisors

•

Complete daily inspections of the controls during works.

Vibration monitoring

Construction

Environmental Manager

•

Vibration monitoring will be undertaken in accordance with the Construction Noise and
Vibration Management sub-plan.

General

Pre-construction and
construction

Coordinated by Metro and
Head Contractor

•

Archival recording

Pre-construction

Heritage Specialist where not
completed by Metro

Heritage issues arising during design development and throughout the construction period
will be raised for discussion if required at Environmental Fortnightly Meetings with Sydney
Metro, the ER and JHLOR. Issues will be escalated to Heritage NSW, DPC and DPI&E
where necessary
Archival recording required would be conducted by the heritage specialist in accordance with
E10, E12 and REMM NAH13.
The Heritage Archival Recording Report will be submitted to Planning Secretary, the
Heritage Council of NSW and Heritage NSW, DPC within two years of completion of SMEW
archival recording in accordance with condition E12.
A HIS has been prepared for Sydney Metro City & Southwest by Metro (February 2018)
(E13, NAH6).
A separate strategy therefore is not required for SMEW. Due to the minor nature of works a
Heritage Interpretation Plan would not be required for SMEW (E14).
Contractors will be given awareness training on Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal historic
heritage prior to commencement of their work on site. All site personnel shall undergo such
site specific induction training, which will include environmental awareness training in
addition to heritage management training.
Toolbox meetings will also be undertaken as and when required; covering specific
environmental issues and heritage control measures as identified in this CHMP.

Undertake weekly inspections and monitoring of construction activities to ensure
compliance with the requirements of CoAs and this plan.

Management

Heritage Interpretation

Heritage Inductions

Pre-construction

Pre-construction and
Ongoing

•
•

Environmental Manager

•

Heritage Specialist / Artefact

•

Environmental Manager

•

•
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Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management
•

Impact assessment memo

Pre-construction and
Ongoing

•
•

Environmental Manager

•
•
Conservation Architect

Pre-construction and
Ongoing

Environmental Manager

•

Heritage Engineer

Pre-construction and
Ongoing

Environmental Manager

•

Exclusion Zone

Pre-construction and
Ongoing

Environmental Manager
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•

Personnel directly involved in implementing heritage control measures on site will be given
specific training in the various measures to be implemented.
Records of all training are to be filed in accordance with the project filing system.
An impact assessment memo and heritage inventory which outlines potential impacts and
protection measures for significant fabric has been prepared for the following items in
accordance with NAH17:
Stone house, including interiors
Marrickville Railway Station Group
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
The memo and inventory include an assessment of impacts to elements and significant
fabric and has been provided for review to Sydney Metro.
It is noted that only the exterior of the item Stone house, including interiors has been
included as there are no impacts to the interiors associated with the works.
A heritage conservation architect should be consulted where direct impacts to significant
fabric was proposed in accordance with NAH20. This would generally be in relation to
reviewing work methodologies and providing design advice and recommendations
Where significant impacts to bridge fabric are proposed a heritage engineer would be
consulted in regards to any structural issues, where required.
Exclusion zones, including hoarding, screening or mapped no go zones would be provided
where SMEW are to be undertaken in close proximity to heritage items, or significant
elements of items that are not to be impacted. Where access is required within the
exclusion zones this would be managed by inductions. In accordance with NAH1 and
NAH16 this applied at a minimum to:
Marrickville Railway Station Group
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Belmore Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
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Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
Stone house, including interiors
Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
The requirements for exclusion zones when working in the vicinity of the heritage items would be
included in site inductions and toolbox meetings (Section 6.4).

Table 6-3 SMEW Construction, Management Action and Responsibilities, Non-Aboriginal archaeology
Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management

Monitoring
The Environment Manager will
undertake weekly inspections
and monitoring of construction
activities to ensure compliance
with the requirements of the CoA
and this plan.

Weekly during
construction

Environmental Manager

•

Undertake weekly inspections and monitoring of construction activities to ensure
compliance with the requirements of CoAs and this plan.

Daily inspections of controls will
be undertaken by Supervisors
during works.

Daily during
Construction

Site Supervisors

•

Complete daily inspections of the controls during works.

Vibration monitoring

Construction

Environmental Manager

•

Vibration monitoring will be undertaken in accordance with Section 8 of the Construction
Noise and Vibration Management sub-plan.

Pre-construction

Environmental Manager

•

Before excavation of archaeological management sites, a qualified Excavation Director (ED)
would be nominated who complies with the Heritage Council of NSW’s Criteria for
Assessment of Excavation Directors (July 2011) in accordance with the AARD. DPI&E and
Heritage NSW, DPC shall be advised of the nominated ED by Sydney Metro.
Dr Iain Stuart has been nominated as the Primary Excavation Director and Jenny Winnett
as the Secondary Excavation Director.
Prepare a works specific AMS in accordance with the excavation methodology outlined in
the AARD (NAH12). This would be signed off by the Primary Excavation Director and would
be provided to the ER for review.

Management
Nomination of an Excavation
Director

Archaeologist
•

Preparation of AMS

Construction

Environmental Manager
Archaeologist
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Management Action
Archaeological management

Trigger/Timing
Construction

Notification and management of
relics

Construction

Site clearance after archaeological
management completed

Construction

Archaeological reporting

Construction

Heritage Inductions

Responsibility

Description of Management

Environmental Manager

•

Archaeologist

•

Sydney Metro

•

Archaeologist

•

Environmental Manager

•

Excavation Director

Ongoing

Environmental Manager

•

Archaeologist

•

Environmental Manager

•

•
•

Non-Aboriginal archaeological management is to be undertaken in accordance with the
AARD and AMS. Zoning for the Project is shown in Figure 6-1, Figure 6-2 and Figure 6-3.
Archaeological management would be undertaken in those portions of identified
archaeological management zones near Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba Stations.
Details of required management are outlined in the AMS.
If any potential relics are located the ED would assess significance of the find and provide
advice.
If relics are of local or State significance and are not identified in the AARD or AMS, Heritage
NSW, DPC would be notified under s146 of the Heritage Act.
Site clearance would be required from the Primary ED prior to construction. This clearance
would be in the form of a memo or email and would apply to a work specific area or the
project sites as a whole, depending on stage of works.
Archaeological reporting and find management would be undertaken in accordance with the
AARD.
The EDR will be prepared within two years of completion of archaeological program in
accordance with condition E10, E11 and E12. The Excavation Director would oversee
preparation of the report.
All site personnel shall undergo site specific induction training, which will include
environmental awareness and heritage management training. Toolbox meetings will also be
undertaken as and when required; covering specific environmental issues and heritage
control measures as identified in this CHMP.
Personnel directly involved in implementing heritage control measures on site will be given
specific training in the various measures to be implemented.
Records of all training are to be filed in accordance with the project filing system.

Incident Response
Unexpected finds procedure for
non-Aboriginal artefacts and relics.

During construction

Environmental Manager

•

Unexpected finds procedures for
human skeletal remains.

Identification of a
potential burial or
discovery of skeletal
remains.

Environmental Manager

•
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If unexpected finds are located during works the Unexpected Heritage Finds Procedure
would be followed in accordance with the Sydney Metro Unexpected Finds Procedure and
E15, E16, E17, NAH14 and NAH18. Further archaeological work or recording may be
recommended.
Works will immediately cease in that area. The discoverer will immediately notify machinery
operators so that no further disturbance of the remains will occur, as well as notify the
foreman/site supervisor, principal contractor, project archaeologist and Sydney Metro ER
(E17, NAH14, NAH19). The Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan (E15) will be
enacted. Preliminary notification to the NSW Police will be undertaken by the Sydney Metro
Environmental Manager.
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Management Action

Trigger/Timing

Responsibility

Description of Management
•
•
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Once confirmation is received from the technical specialist that the remains are of human
origin, there are three possible statutory pathways to follow based on the assessment. Refer
to the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan.
No works to recommence until clearance is provided by OEH and/or the NSW Police as per
the protocol outlined in Section 6.3.7 of this CHMP and the Sydney Metro Exhumation
Management Plan.
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6.4
Heritage Awareness Training (Induction)
All relevant personnel and contractors involved in the Project will be advised of the relevant
heritage considerations and legislative requirements and cultural awareness training will be
undertaken for all, including those involved with ground disturbing activities, which will include
the following as relevant:
• information on the heritage significance
• information on the Aboriginal archaeological and cultural heritage values of the Project
• outline the location and type of archaeological sites within the Project and give instructions not to
disturb these sites
• provide clear information about statutory obligations for heritage in accordance with the NP&W
Act. It is important to note that failure to report a discovery and those responsible for the damage
or destruction occasioned by unauthorised removal or alteration to a site or to archaeological
material may be prosecuted under the NP&W Act (as amended)
• how to identify stone artefacts and other Aboriginal heritage sites
• stop works and reporting protocols for discovery of previously unknown heritage and
archaeological items
• all relevant personnel and contractors involved in the Project will be advised of the relevant
heritage considerations, legislative requirements and recommendations in the Non-Aboriginal HIA
(Artefact Heritage 2012; 2015)
• all personnel involved with ground disturbing activities are made aware of their obligations to
avoid any impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage under the Heritage Act
- this will include information on historic heritage sites and ‘relics’ and information about statutory
obligations under the Heritage Act
- this will also include information on the potential for human skeletal remains and the
requirements of the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Procedure
• information relating to the nature of works and potential impacts via pre-starts at the start of
activity
• all relevant personnel and contractors involved in the Project will be advised of the mitigation
measures and recommendations in the SMEW impact assessment memo
• information about appropriate storage of materials, for example within designated laydown zones
and only brought in when ready to install.

All training and tool box meetings will be recorded by JHLOR. All project documentation,
including environmental compliance and training records, will be kept as objective evidence of
compliance with environmental requirements.
6.5

Unexpected Finds Procedure

If any potential significant archaeological remains or Aboriginal heritage objects, as protected
under NSW legislation, are uncovered during the works, then the Sydney Metro Unexpected
Heritage Finds procedure would be implemented.
6.6

Ongoing Notifications – Unexpected Finds

The following protocol will be followed with respect to ongoing notifications.
•

For all unexpected heritage finds the project Environmental Manager shall notify the Sydney Metro
ER and Sydney Metro Heritage Program Manager in accordance with the Sydney Metro
Unexpected Finds Procedure.

•

Notification under s146 would only be required if the relic was unexpected and would apply to relics
of State significance.
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•

For unexpected Aboriginal archaeological finds, RAPs will be notified immediately.

•

Notification to the RAPs will occur within 1 week where changes to the Project are identified that
may have implications for Aboriginal heritage management (such as changes in design).

•

Feedback requested from the RAPs should be received within two weeks and no later than four
weeks from the date correspondence is issued.

•

The appropriate address and format for responses shall be provided as part of the request. Where
no response is issued within this timeframe, a follow-up phone call will be made by the Environmental
Manager (or project Heritage Specialist) to close out the outstanding request.

•

All notification and consultation records will be kept by JHLOR and its relevant consultants.
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7.

Roles and Responsibilities

Relevant roles and responsibilities associated with this CHMP are presented in Table 7-1. All
personnel are responsible for ensuring that heritage items are protected.
It is important to note that failure to report a discovery and those responsible for the damage or
destruction occasioned by unauthorised removal or alteration to a site or to archaeological material
may be prosecuted under the NP&W Act (as amended).
Table 7-1 Roles and Responsibilities
ROLES

RESPONSIBILITIES

Department
of
Planning,
Industry and Environment

Approval of the Heritage Management Plan

Project Director

Ensure that sufficient resources are allocated for the implementation of this CHMP

Monitor JHLOR compliance with the Heritage Management Plan

Ensure that the CEMP covers the management and mitigation measures presented
in this CHMP
Ensure that the outcomes of the visual checks/ compliance construction monitoring/
incident reporting are systematically evaluated as part of ongoing management of
construction activities
Ensure audits of construction site records/ monitoring records/ incident reports are
undertaken and findings are shared with relevant site personnel and corrective
actions are implemented
Authorise all monitoring reports and any revisions to this CHMP
Environment Manager

Oversee the overall implementation of this CHMP
Site Inductions
Ensure all relevant personnel have access to and understand the most up-to-date
copy of this CHMP
Ensure that any required actions arising from the detection of unexpected heritage
items or if works are required outside of the approved development footprint are
reported to the relevant personnel for further action and ensure that the actions are
effectively implemented
Ensure all monitoring reporting requirements are met and maintained on site

Construction supervisors
Subcontractors

Understand and implement mitigation protocols as required in the CHMP and any
other required measures during construction
Undertake relevant training to implement the requirements of this CHMP
All personnel are responsible for ensuring that heritage items are protected
All site personnel to undertake toolbox talks in relation to the reporting process for
unexpected finds.
Informing the Environmental Manager of any heritage issues as they arise.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 68 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

Environmental Representative

Receive and respond to communications from the Secretary in relation to the
environmental performance of the Project

• Receive and respond to communication from the Planning Secretary in relation to
the environmental performance of the CSSI;
• Consider and inform the Planning Secretary on matters specified in the terms of
this approval;
• Consider and recommend to the Proponent any improvements that may be
made to work practices to avoid or minimise adverse impact to the environment
and to the community;
• Review documents identified in Conditions C1, C3 and C8 and any other
documents that are identified by the Planning Secretary, to ensure they are
consistent with requirements in or under this approval and if so:
• (i) make a written statement to this effect before submission of such
documents to the Planning Secretary (if those documents are required to
be approved by the Planning Secretary), or
• (ii) make a written statement to this effect before the implementation of
such documents (if those documents are required to be submitted to the
Planning Secretary for information or are not required to be submitted to
the Secretary);
• Regularly monitor the implementation of the documents listed in Conditions C1,
C3 and C8 to ensure implementation is being carried out in accordance with the
document and the terms of this approval;
• As may be requested by the Planning Secretary, help plan, attend or undertake
audits of the development commissioned by the Department including scoping
audits, programming audits, briefings and site visits, but not independent
environmental audits required under Condition A34 of this approval;
• As may be requested by the Planning Secretary, assist the Department in the
resolution of community complaints;
• Assess the impacts of minor ancillary facilities as required by Condition A19 of
this approval;
• Consider any minor amendments to be made to the documents listed in
Conditions C1, C3 and C8 and any document that requires the approval of the
Planning Secretary that comprise updating or are of an administrative or minor
nature and are consistent with the terms of this approval and the documents
listed in Conditions C1, C3 and C8 or other documents approved by the
Planning Secretary and, if satisfied such amendment is necessary, approve the
amendment. This does not include any modifications to the terms of this
approval; and
• Prepare and submit to the Planning Secretary and other relevant regulatory
agencies, for information, an ER Monthly Report detailing the ER’s actions and
decisions on matters for which the ER was responsible in the preceding month.
The ER Monthly Report must be submitted within seven (7) days following the
end of each month for the duration of the ER’s engagement for the CSSI.
Must complete project induction covering LORs’ environmental management
system.
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Primary Excavation Director

The Primary Excavation Director must be suitably qualified and be someone who
complies with the Heritage Council of NSW’s Criteria for Assessment of Excavation
Directors (July 2011) to oversee and advise on matters associated with historic
archaeology and advise the DPI&E and OEH
The Excavation Director must be present to oversee excavation and advise on
archaeological issues
The Excavation Director has the authority to advise on the duration and extent of
oversight required as informed by the provisions of the approved AARD and
Excavation Methodology
The nominated Primary Excavation Director is Dr Iain Stuart who is able to manage
State significant archaeology under the NSW Heritage Council Excavation Directors
Criteria

Secondary Excavation Director

The secondary excavation director would support the Primary Excavation Director
where needed.
The nominated Secondary Excavation Director is Jenny Winnett who is able to
manage locally significant archaeology under the NSW Heritage Council Excavation
Directors Criteria

Heritage Specialist

The Heritage Specialist will be responsible for providing advice and guidance to
manage and minimise potential impacts to any built heritage values through a variety
of means, prepare HIA reports for built heritage and to undertake required archival
recording of the heritage items in accordance with the approval and relevant
documents.
The nominated heritage specialist Artefact Heritage

Forensic Anthropologist

The Forensic Anthropologist would respond to find of potential human remains in
accordance with the Sydney Metro Exhumation Management Plan.
The nominated Forensic Anthropologist is Dr Denise Donlon from Sydney University

Conservation Architect

8.

The Conservation Architect would provide advice to tradespeople and review work
methodologies where conservation, protection, or direct impacts to significant fabric
of heritage are proposed. Technical/targeted advice provided by the Conservation
Architect regarding impacts to built heritage would be in addition to any initial built
heritage advice/mitigation measures provided by the Heritage Specialist.

Monitoring, Auditing and Reporting

Monitoring, auditing and reporting will be undertaken in accordance with the CEMP, the
management actions in Table 6-2 as well as additional requirements listed below.
The Environment Manager will undertake weekly inspections and monitoring of construction
activities to ensure compliance with the requirements and heritage mitigation measures of the CoA
and this plan.
The Weekly Environmental Inspection Checklist will be used to maintain compliance and
effectiveness of controls.
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Items that require action will be documented on the site environmental inspection. Items that
require specific and detailed action will be recorded on the Project’s Corrective Action Register.
The Site Construction Manager will be responsible for providing appropriate resources in terms of
labour, plant and equipment to enable the items to be rectified in the nominated timeframes.
JHLOR will also undertake inspections in line with the SER – Heritage inspection review on a
regular basis. The Heritage SER is a focused inspection on high risk activities that may impact on
heritage and/or archaeology.
Daily inspections of controls will be made by Supervisors and maintenance will be undertaken
during active site works. This will include checking that heritage mitigation measures outlined in
this CHMP have been implemented.
Records associated with this management plan and monitoring programme will be maintained in
accordance with Section 15 of the CEMP. Site inspections will be undertaken and maintained
within FieldView, JHLOR’s monitoring and inspection software.

9.

Review and Improvement

Continuous improvement of this plan will be achieved by the ongoing evaluation of environmental
management performance against environmental policies, objectives and targets for the purpose
of identifying opportunities for improvement. These ongoing evaluations will be conducted by
JHLOR on a 6-monthly basis.
The continuous improvement process will be designed to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identify areas of opportunity for improvement of environmental management and
performance.
Determine the cause or causes of non-conformances and deficiencies.
Develop and implement a plan of corrective and preventative action to address any nonconformances and deficiencies.
Verify the effectiveness of the corrective and preventative actions.
Document any changes in procedures resulting from process improvement.
Make comparisons with objectives.

Any revisions to the CHMP will be in accordance with the process outlined in Section 21 of the
CEMP. A copy of the updated plan and changes will be distributed to all relevant stakeholders in
accordance with the approved document control procedure.

10.

Enquiries, Complaints and Incident Management

Environmental incidents and complaints are to be investigated, documented, actioned and closed
out as per the details provided in the Community Consultation Strategy and Section 19 of the
CEMP, including those related to Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal cultural heritage.
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Appendix A
Stakeholder Consultation Feedback
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Condition of
Approval SSI 8256

Agency Consultation

Consultation
Workshop

Status

Comments

JHLOR Response

Thanks Dan,
Thank you for invitation to review the Construction Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) for
the above project.

Heritage Council

Invited 18/04/2019
Did not attend

Submitted 20/04/2019
Follow up email sent - 7/05/2019 HC confirmed under review by reply
email on 8/05/2019
Response received 21/05/2019

In accordance with the Planning Approval SSI-8256, JHLOR must produce a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and several sub-plans. Condition C3 of the
Ministers Conditions of Approval for SSI 8256 (approved 12 December 2018) requires that
the Heritage Council of NSW (or its delegate) must be consulted for the preparation of
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) sub-plans.
Our comments are based on the review of the below documents.
•
Construction Environmental Management Plan. Sydney Metro City & Southwest.
Prepared by John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture, 20 March 2019 (Revision 1.0)
•
Sydney Metro City and Southwest – Southwest Metro Early Works. Construction
Heritage Management Plan. Prepared by Artefact Heritage, 11 April 2019 (Revision 0).

Noted.

The Southwest Metro Early Works will not enter railway station precincts along the rail
alignment. Therefore, no works will occur within the State Heritage curtilages located within
the early works project area.
The submitted CHMP is considered satisfactory to guide the works required for Southwest
Metro Early Works.
Email 1
Hi Dan,
C3(d), C6
Construction
Heritage
Management Plan

I am Canterbury-Bankstown Council's heritage advisor and following up on the cross
sections recently sent to Council for the GST bracket connections to the bridges at Foord
Avenue, Hurlstone Park and the Cooks River Bridge .

City of Canterbury
Bankstown

Invited 18/04/2019
Attended 29/04/2019

Submitted 20/04/2019
Follow up email sent - 7/05/2019
Call from Allan Shooter on
14/05/2019 to request extension to
17/05/2019
Response received 20/05/2019
Further comment received
24/05/2019

I'm wondering if alternative solutions were considered when determining an appropriate
mounting system for the GST? I am not satisfied with the solution proposed at this point.
The proposal is very high and visually quite intrusive.
Can a more suitable and sympathetic alternative be considered such as ground mounting
adjacent to the tracks? Open to other suggestions.
Email 2
In response to Dan’s email below with regards to the CHMP the only additional query I
have (other than the GST comments emailed to Dan on Monday) is in relation to the South
Parade noise wall. I provided comments on it a little while back so my comments may or
may not have been passed on. Nonetheless I have copied this in below again just in case.

Email 1
JHLOR is reviewing the design to minimise visual impacts while
maintaining safe access. JHLOR is aiming to reduce the height of the GST
posts to the existing hand-rail level (or as near to this level as possible), to
maintain the current visual aspects. JHLOR will work with their Heritage
Consultant to derive a solution.
Email 2
The noise wall has been removed from the scope.

1. South Parade, Campsie Noise wall. Has this been confirmed as necessary and how
effective are they? If it is not required I’d rather not have one as I am of the view that such
elements have a significant visual impact on the setting of the railway station and the visual
curtilage of the heritage item opposite. If it is necessary can a detailed landscape plan be
considered to ‘soften’ the impact of such a wall.

Inner West Council
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Submitted 20/04/2019
Response received 6/05/2019
Update submitted 3/12/2020
Response received 7/12/2020

Email 1
The CHMP for early works is considered broadly acceptable. I note it doesn’t address the
main construction works for SW Metro and a separate plan will be submitted.
Email 2
Table 6.2 (p. 62): Amend ‘could’ to ‘shall’
Table 7-1 Role and Responsibilities: The responsibility for advice regarding built heritage
should rest with a conservation architect.

Email 1
Noted.
Email 2
Noted
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Rev08 – Updated for Sydney Trains relocations
Condition of
Approval SSI 8256

Agency Consultation

Heritage Council

C3(d), C6
Construction
Heritage
Management Plan

City of Canterbury
Bankstown

Status

Submitted to Heritage DPC
3/12/2020
Email Mariyam Nazim 7/12/2020
Spoke to Heritage DPC via phone
7/12/2020
Email reminder on plan reviews sent
to Heritage DPC 14/12/2020 response that plans would be ready
prior to Christmas break
Response received 22/12/2020

Submitted to CoCB 3/12/2020
Email reminder on plan updates
14/12/2020
Called Interface Manager on
17/12/2020 and left message
Called interface manager
18/12/2020 - awaiting feedback
Emailed interface manager
21/12/2020
Called interface manager
22/12/2020
Resent plans 22/12/2020
Comments received 24/12/2020

Comments

The submitted CHMP has been reviewed and it is noted that the proposed modifications
are minor and would not impact the significance of the above SHR listed items. The CHMP
is considered satisfactory to guide the works required the Southwest Metro Early works and
the applicant is advised to follow the recommendations contained therein.

JHLOR Response

Noted.

As the site contains local heritage items, and other local items are in the vicinity, advice
should be sought from relevant local councils.

Hi Daniel,

Noted.

I received the response from a Council officer on the Early Works HMP. One other officer
is also meant to provide comments when she is at work on or after the 7th of January 2021.

JHLOR have made a number of attempts to gain feedback from CoCB during the standard
consultation period. Initial feedback has been provided and it is noted that CoCB may have
subsequent feedback at a later date. If additional feedback is provided, JHLOR will review any
further comments and update this plan as necessary. It is noted that this Plan has already been
reviewed by CoCB during pre-Construction consultation, changes associated with the Revision 08
update are minor in nature.

Comments from Camille: No comments required from my team.
Please let me know should you have any queries.

*Note: further comment may be
provided at a later date

•
Inner West Council
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•

Amend “could” to “should” within the following sentence: A heritage conservation
architect could be consulted where direct impacts to significant fabric was
proposed in accordance with NAH20.
The responsibility for advice regarding built heritage should rest with a
conservation architect

The Plan has been updated to reflect these comments
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Appendix B
Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs)
The list of registered Aboriginal stakeholders/Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) and associated
contact details for the Project area included below:
Stakeholder
Darug Land Observations
Darren Duncan
Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation
Tocomwall
Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments
Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group
Woronora Plateau Gundangarra Elders Council
Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc
Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council
Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council
Gundungurra Tribal Technical Services
Aboriginal Heritage Office
(North Sydney Council)
Tony Williams
Bilinga Cultural Heritage Technical Services
Gunyuu Cultural Heritage Technical Services
Munyunga Cultural Heritage Technical Services
Murrumbul Cultural Heritage Technical Services
Wingikara Cultural Heritage Technical Services

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 75 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

Appendix C
Heritage Item Descriptions
The physical descriptions of the heritage listed items in or adjacent to the Project area are
provided below. These descriptions have been taken from the State Heritage Inventory listings
for the items.
Stone house, including interiors
The house at 1 Myrtle Street, Marrickville was built as Loch Lomond as the home of James Meek
Jnr circa 1870s. James Meek Snr built a stone cottage in Harriet Street in 1860 which was
subsequently demolished. Loch Lomond was built by his son to the same design but on a larger
scale. James Jnr, who married Harriet Fairburn in 1866, lived in Loch Lomond and raised their
eight children there until a new residence, Myrtle Grove, was built in 1887. The house was
occupied by C.G. Neilson in the 1920s under the name of Stonehenge.
The house is the largest of the rock faced sandstone houses found in close proximity of early
sandstone quarries in Marrickville. It has smooth faced cut stone quoins and surrounds to the
French door openings on the verandah, a slate roof and late Victorian columns. The original
detailing to the doors and windows has been lost. Modifications to the house include the addition
of security features, brick and metal boundary wall treatment along Myrtle Street and a metal and
timber lean-to addition to the west of the original dwelling.
Marrickville Railway Station Group
Marrickville railway station consists of one wayside platform (Platform 2) to the south and an island
platform (Platform 1) to the north. Passenger rail only uses the south side of the island platform,
with the Metropolitan Goods Line running on the north. The station buildings are original, as is the
booking office at the western end of Platform 2. The station is accessed via the stairs from the
Illawarra Road overbridge and via a second set of stairs on the south which give access to Platform
2. Illawarra Road is a major commercial shopping strip.
Platform building - Platform 1 (1895)
External: Rectangular polychromatic face brick building with gabled roof and surrounding
cantilevered awning clad in corrugated roof sheeting. The face brick is in stretcher bond, with dark
brick walls and lighter salmon coloured bricks forming a dado, framing the upper half of the
windows and doors and with a diamond pattern dentil course at the high level. The building is eight
bays in length, with the bays defined by engaged brick piers which coincide with the awning
brackets. Original chimneys with cement mouldings and terracotta flues remain but have been
painted.
The cantilever awning is on filigreed steel brackets supported on decorative cement capped brick
engaged piers and bolt fixings to the station building brick walls. The soffit lining is the underside
of the corrugated steel roof fixed to intermediate exposed purlins. There is a decorative timber
moulding at the junction with the brick wall. The awning returns around both ends of the building
and at the stair end becomes a canopy supported on timber posts. The awning edges are finished
with a decorative timber boarded valance.
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The external walls rise from a projecting brick plinth (now painted) with a decorative two part
cement dado moulding which frames the salmon brick dado and is continuous between door and
window openings. Decorative cement window and door frames rise above the dado moulding,
each with a decorative keystone.
The original window and door openings have segmental arches and the windows feature a
decorative moulded cement sill. The original timber windows were double hung with a double
paned lower sash and a multi-paned upper sash featuring coloured glass. Much of the original
coloured window glass as well as the original fanlights above the door openings remain on the
southern side but several have been bricked up on the goods line side. The doors were timber
panelled but most have been removed or, on the northern side, bricked up. The end brick gables
feature a louvre within a round brick window frames in salmon coloured voussoir shaped bricks
with four cement keystones.
Internal: The building comprises a booking hall, still accessible via the original set of double doors
at the bottom of the stairs; a booking office; Station Masters room; general waiting room; ladies
room and ladies toilets, a store and men's toilets. The internal usage has now changed and the
toilets have modern fitouts and finishes. Original plaster wall finishes and plaster ceilings and
ceiling roses remain in the general waiting room, the ladies waiting room, and ladies toilets as well
as the Station Masters room.
Platform building - Platform 2 (1911)
External: Rectangular face brick building with gabled roof and integral shallower sloped single
cantilevered awning. The face brick is in stretcher bond and the building is four bays in length, with
the bays defined by engaged brick piers which coincide with the awning supports. The original
chimney with cement mouldings and terracotta flue has been removed.
The cantilever awning is on standard double bowed steel brackets supported on decorative
cement haunches and bolt fixings to the station building brick walls. The soffit lining of corrugated
steel is fixed to intermediate exposed purlins and follows the roof slope. There is a decorative
timber moulding at the junction with the brick wall. Vertical timber boards form a valance at each
end of awning. The awning roof as for the main roof is corrugated steel.
The external walls rise from a projecting brick plinth four courses high with a decorative dado
moulding run in cement which is continuous between door and window openings. Decorative
cement window and door frames rise above the dado moulding. The rear or southern side of the
building reflects the same detailing.
The original window openings feature a moulded cement sill with a scalloped fringe. The original
timber windows were double hung with a single paned lower sash and a six paned upper sash
which featured coloured glass. Most of the original window glass as well as the upper glazing bars
remain but have been obscured by the installation of vandal proof fibreglass sheeting. Original
door openings featured fanlights matching the upper window sashes, which have also been
removed. One original timber panelled door remains. The rear of the building has been painted
and all the window openings bricked up.
Internal: The building comprises a general waiting room; ladies room and ladies toilets, a store and
men's Toilets. Not accessible.
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Booking office (1917)
The original timber framed overhead booking office dating from 1895 was demolished and the
existing timber framed booking office located on Platform 2 built in 1917-18. The building is a
simple, rectangular weatherboard clad timber framed structure, with a gable roof clad in corrugated
steel which extends as an awning with exposed rafters on the platform side. Originally the roof
extended to the east over the open public space and ticket collection booth, but this has been
replaced by a later gabled awning structure on timber posts. Externally the original ticket window
survives as does two of the original timber double hung windows; the door has been replaced by
a flush type.
Internal: Internally much of the fabric survives including the timber lining boards, the timber boarded
ceiling and the built in desk and cupboards, although it would appear much of this dates from the
alterations and additions of the mid 1940s.
Platforms
Platform 1 has an asphalt surface with the original brick face and edge. The northern side of this
platform (not used and fenced off) has a brick edge with the original brick face. Platform 2 also has
its original brick face but with a concrete edge.
Overbridge (1911)
Steel girders and a concrete slab supported on central brick piers and side brick abutments. The
original access stairs from the overbridge to Platform 1 have the original steel stringers but have
new concrete treads and a new steel balustrade. The later stairs on the south were constructed
from steel stringers supported on steel columns and with precast concrete treads.
South Dulwich Hill Heritage Conservation Area
The South Dulwich Hill HCA is located between Cannonbury Grove and Livingstone Road in
Marrickville/Dulwich Hill and dates to 1901-1920.
The South Dulwich Hill HCA is suburban in character. It was within the part of the extensive
Petersham Estate that was known as the Petersham Farms, and was used for orchards and
market gardens before the first subdivision in 1901, with a second in 1907. Most lots had been
developed by 1920. The short period of development has led to a highly consistent built form that
demonstrates Marrickville’s mature twentieth century suburban cultural landscape, with detached,
single storey Federation bungalows set on low-density lots with setbacks and space for front and
rear gardens and side driveways to most properties.
The streetscape rhythms are well expressed and are enhanced by the gentle undulation in the
local topography. A high proportion of houses are substantially intact and have retained much of
their original detailing such as face brickwork, slate roofs and decorative terracotta ridge capping;
tall rough-cast chimneys, timber windows, hoods, timber verandah detailing and face brick
facades. This establishes an integrity that underlies the streetscapes in this area.
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Many of the ‘Federation’ houses in the area demonstrate an important local variation to the style.
Instead of the usual steep pitched roof rising high to a cross-ridge, the houses built in this part of
Marrickville are characterised by a lower-pitched roof which rises to a long cross-ridge set at the
height of the gable-ended return. This pattern is not a common one in Sydney and is likely that a
local builder was responsible, but whatever the reason, the built forms of the houses in the HCA
demonstrate a consistency and cohesive character not seen in many other areas.
Major structural alterations and additions such as second storeys are rare, creating a roofscape
that has retained its integrity when viewed obliquely or from side streets. The alterations that have
been made include mainly the replacement of roof cladding (retaining the original roof forms);
removal of timber-framed windows and insertion of Aluminium-framed windows, the replacement
or alteration of front fences and the construction of carports and garages forward of the building
line. Many houses have undergone alterations and additions particularly in the migrant style. Most
of these have been made to the rear of properties and are not highly visible elements in the local
streetscape and include the loss of significant fabric such as timber windows and face brickwork.
Others have introduced colour schemes and applied decorative elements that are visually
prominent and intrusive in the streetscape views, although their impact could be reversed.
Evidence was also found of more recent layers, including the rendering and stripping of detail
associated with the current fashion for gentrification. Although some of these have affected the
aesthetic values of their immediate streetscape their contribution to the unity of the rhythms of the
facades and roofscapes of the Conservation Area remains.
The area also contains several notable examples of Inter-War residential flat building development,
including the blue-black brick development with Dutch detailing in Keith Street and the P&O
influenced block in Wardell Street.
Streetscapes in the area possess an open, suburban quality due to the low density and single
storey development. They are notable for their unity of built form and strong roof patterns, extensive
brick paving (part of the Depression employment relief scheme) and in the case of Margaret Street
and Cannonbury Grove, outstanding street trees, with avenue plantings of mature Ficus in the
pavement of Margaret Street and Brush Box in Cannonbury Grove.
Fence styles vary, with a high proportion of original iron palisade fences west of Wardell Street,
and low brick walls in face brick to match the house to the east. The low height has allowed the
fences in the area to remain reasonably neutral elements in oblique views along the streetscapes
of the area. Kerbs and gutters are mainly concrete. Verges are wide, and include street planting in
a grassed strip between the footpath and carriageway.
Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group
Context
Dulwich Hill Railway Station consists of a single island platform with an original platform building,
and stair access to an original timber framed weatherboard clad overhead booking office. The
station is accessible via the booking office building from the Wardell Road overbridge.
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Platform building - Platforms 1-2 (1935)
External: The building is rectilinear in plan with parapeted gable ends and a half hipped awning to
both elevations. The sides of the gables are characterised by the bricks being corbelled. It is
constructed of red bricks in stretcher bond. A soldier course of darker bricks is used at the window
heads and as a single band at awning height on the gable ends. These same bricks also are used
to create a series of frames on each elevation which suggest window openings. The window sills
are bullnose bricks. Both the brick heads and sills have been painted. Windows are in timber and
were originally either double hung with an upper sash of six panes, or in the toilets, with a fixed
lower sash with an upper sash of louvres. All windows have been later modified and both the
glazing bars and glazing removed or obscured. The original external panelled doors have been
removed and replaced with flush doors.
The roof and awnings are clad with corrugated steel, the roof space being ventilated by a single
metal louvre in each gable end. Beneath the awning the soffit is clad with fibre cement and exposed
battens at the joints.
Internal: The interior consists of a series of discrete spaces arranged in a linear plan. From the
access end the rooms are: general waiting area, station masters office, ladies waiting room and
ladies toilet, store and men’s toilet. Within the waiting room the original plaster ceiling and plaster
wall finishes remain as does the original timber seats. The station masters room has a new
hardboard ceiling while the toilet fitouts are later.
Overhead booking office (1935)
This is a square timber framed weatherboard clad building consisting of a booking hall with an
open side to the Wardell Road entry, a booking office and a bookstall. The building is in a good
state of preservation retaining original double hung windows, internal and external weatherboard
cladding as well as the exposed timber post structure with diagonal bracing and fibre cement wall
and ceiling cladding. Roofing is corrugated steel.
The overhead booking office is supported on steel I beams which span between steel platform
trestles and a face brick pier on the southern embankment.
Internal fixtures and fitting replaced with modern office furniture; Roof replaced with corrugated
metal sheets; Doors replaced or boarded, though some original/early doors and joiners remain;
One ticket window replaced with modern equivalent; one boarded, contains copper cash tray;
Ticket collector’s cabin removed; Bookstall windows boarded; Unclear if 4 over 2 sash windows in
booking office were built as is or replaced original.
Platform (1935)
One Island type, with asphalt surface and original brick platform face and edge.
Overbridge (c.1930, c.1975)
The Wardell Road overbridge consists of a modern reinforced, prestressed concrete road deck
spanning between lateral concrete beams which bear on the original face brick platform and
embankment piers on each side. The bridge is excluded from this listing.
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Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge
The Hurlstone Park Railway Underbridge was designed by engineering staff, New South Wales
Government Railways and constructed by day labour. It consists of a single span, double track,
prestressed concrete girder railway bridge, with 9.85 metre clear span between brick abutments,
consisting of parallel, post-tensioned precast I-shaped concrete girders transversely posttensioned in-situ to create a homogeneous structure carrying ballasted tracks. The concrete
girders rest on concrete pad stones on top of each brick abutment. The bridge carries the double
track Bankstown Railway over Ford Avenue. It was constructed shortly after the first prestressed
bridge at Dombarton in 1962.
Canterbury (Cooks River) Underbridge
The bridge was constructed in 1916 by day labour and designed by NSW Government Railways.
It is a three span, double track, brick arch railway bridge, with 16.16 metres clear spans between
intermediate foundations and abutments. The arches are semi-circular in elevation with plain brick
spandrel walls and stone coursing above the crown of the arches. The bridge is in good condition
with some minor cracking and staining of the brickwork.
Canterbury (Cooks River/Charles St) Underbridge – Main Line
The bridge is located on the Bankstown Line and is adjacent to the 1916 brick arch Canterbury
(Cooks River) Underbridge that is part of the goods line. The original bridge was constructed in
1895. The bridge directly adjoins the structure of the 1916 brick underbridge. The existing bridge
is a replacement bridge to the original 1895 bridge which was planned with a similar structure to
the original but with welded steel deck girders and precast concrete units on top. It was designed
by McMillan Britton & Kell and the work was undertaken in 1993.
Today the bridge has three sets of iron piers with riveted cross beams in between brick abutments.
It has a steel girder with concrete top and access walkway along the south side. The bridge was
refurbished in 1993, however it retains the original piers and abutments. The bridge is in good
condition.
Canterbury Railway Station Group
Canterbury Railway Station consists of one wayside (Platform 2) on the south and one island
(Platform 1) on the north, with both original platform buildings remaining. The northern side of the
island platform is not used for passenger services. The wayside platform is accessed from the
footbridge via a ramp, while the island platform is accessed by stairs. An overhead booking office
accessed from the Canterbury Road overbridge on the east and from Broughton Street on the
north was rebuilt in the late 1980s.
Platform building - Platform 1 (1895)
External: Rectangular polychromatic face brick building with gabled roof and surrounding
cantilevered awning clad in corrugated roof sheeting. The face brick is in stretcher bond, with dark
brick walls and lighter salmon coloured bricks forming a dado, framing the upper half of the
windows and doors and with a diamond pattern dentil course at the high level. The building is eight
bays in length, with the bays defined by engaged brick piers which coincide with the awning
brackets. Original chimneys with cement mouldings and terracotta flues remain but have been
painted.
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The cantilever awning is on filigreed steel brackets supported on decorative cement capped brick
engaged piers and bolt fixings to the station building brick walls. The soffit lining is the underside
of the corrugated steel roof fixed to intermediate exposed purlins. There is a decorative timber
moulding at junction with brick wall. The canopy returns around the western end of the building but
not the eastern or stair access end. The awning edges are finished with a decorative timber
boarded valance.
The external walls rise from a projecting brick plinth (now painted) with a decorative two part
cement dado moulding which frames the salmon brick dado and is continuous between door and
window openings. Decorative cement window and door frames rise above the dado moulding,
each with a decorative keystone.
The original window and door openings have segmental arches and the windows feature a
decorative moulded cement sill. The original timber windows were double hung with a double
paned lower sash and a multi-paned upper sash featuring coloured glass. Much of the original
coloured window glass remains as well as the original fanlights above the door openings. The
doors were timber panelled.
The end brick gables feature a louvre within a round brisk window frames in salmon coloured
voussoir shaped bricks with four cement keystones.
Internal: The building comprises a booking hall entered by a set of double doors at the bottom of
the stairs; a booking office; station masters room; general waiting room; ladies waiting room and
ladies toilet, a lamp room and men's toilet. The internal usage has now changed, and the toilets
have modern fitouts.
Platform building - Platform 2 (1915)
External: Rectangular face brick building with gabled corrugated steel roof and integral shallower
sloped cantilevered awning. The face brick is in stretcher bond. The building is four bays in length,
with the bays defined by engaged brick piers which coincide with the awning supports. The original
chimney with cement mouldings and terracotta flue remains.
The cantilever awning is on standard double bowed steel brackets supported on decorative
cement haunches and bolt fixings to the station building brick walls. The soffit lining is the underside
of the corrugated steel roofing fixed to intermediate exposed purlins. There is a decorative timber
moulding at junction with brick wall. Vertical timber boards form valances at each end of awning.
The external walls rise from a projecting brick plinth three/four courses high with a decorative dado
moulding run in cement which is continuous between door and window openings. Decorative
cement window and door frames rise above the dado moulding.
The original window openings feature a moulded cement sill with a scalloped fringe. The original
timber windows were double hung with a single paned lower sash and a six paned upper sash
featuring coloured glass, with glass louvres in the toilet windows. The original window glass as well
as the upper glazing bars has been removed from all but one window. Original door openings
featured fanlights matching the upper window sashes. All the original timber panelled doors have
been removed.
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Internal: The building comprises a general waiting room; ladies room and ladies toilets and men’s
toilets. The internal usage has now changed and the toilets have modern fitouts and finishes. The
waiting room and ladies room have original ripple iron ceiling, ceiling rose and plaster wall finishes.
Overhead booking office (late 1980s)
The original timber clad overhead booking office has been demolished and replaced by a new
steel framed metal hipped roof structure.
Signal box (1915)
External: Canterbury signal box is located beside the Bankstown suburban line, in the Canterbury
Station precinct. It is a two storey timber framed structure clad in ‘checked and chamfered’ weather
boards. It has a hipped, galvanised corrugated iron roof with wide eaves on all sides. The first floor
(or operating level) has wood framed, sliding windows on three sides with a blank rear wall. On the
eastern end of the building there is a landing, incorporating an enclosed toilet. The landing extends
past the front of the building over a public walkway to a flight of metal stairs. The ground floor
incorporates the interlocking room and relay room. The interlocking room has four windows in the
front wall. In the rear is the relay room, featuring four windows in the rear wall. The eastern
extension is flat roofed and is constructed of precast concrete panels between exposed verticals
simulating timber weatherboards. There is one door at the eastern end of this extension (2009).
Internal: The interior walls and ceiling of the first floor are lined with wall boards, and the timber
floor is covered in linoleum. On the ground floor, the interlocking room is unlined, and the long and
narrow lined relay room houses signalling relays which control the operation of signalling circuits.
Platforms (1895)
Platform 1 has an asphalt surface with its original brick face and a concrete edge. The northern or
'goods' side of this platform is constructed in the same manner. Platform 2 also has its original
brick face with a concrete edge.
Footbridge (1915)
Haunched beam design consists of tapered cantilevers bearing on platform trestles and brick piers
on each side support shallow beams over the railway tracks. The footbridge has been modified at
a later unknown date.
Overbridge (c.1917)
The overbridge consists of steel girders supporting a jack arched brick and concrete deck. The
girders span the Up and Down lines supported on concrete and brick abutment walls. The parapet
walls are brick.
Canopies (late 1980)
New steel framed and metal roof clad canopies have been erected over the access stairs to the
island platform and at the eastern end of the wayside station building, as well as the access ramp.
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Lakemba Railway Station Group
Lakemba Railway Station has a single island platform with the original platform building and a
large modern footbridge, booking office, central concourse, concessionaire, and easy access
lift. The footbridge is accessed from Railway Parade on the north and The Boulevard on the
south, both commercial shopping strips.
Platform building - Platforms 1/2 (1919)
External: Rectangular face brick building with gabled roof and integral shallower sloped
cantilevered awnings. The face brick in stretcher bond has been painted. The building is six
bays in length, with the bays defined by engaged brick piers which coincide with the awning
supports. Original chimneys with cement mouldings and terracotta flues have been removed.
The cantilever awnings have standard double bowed steel brackets supported on decorative
cement haunches and bolt fixings to the station building brick walls. Soffit lining of timber
boards fixed to intermediate exposed purlins follows the roof slope. There is a decorative
timber moulding at the junction with the brick wall. Vertical timber boards form a valance at
each end of the awnings. The awning roof as for the main roof is corrugated steel.
The external walls rise from a projecting brick plinth three/four courses high with a decorative
dado moulding run in cement which is continuous between door and window openings.
Decorative cement window and door frames rise above the dado moulding.
The original window openings feature a moulded cement sill with a scalloped fringe. The
original timber windows were double hung with a single paned lower sash and a six paned
upper sash featuring coloured glass. The original window glass as well as the upper glazing
bars has been removed. Original door openings featured fanlights matching the upper window
sashes. All the original doors have been removed and most of the door openings bricked up,
the original thresholds have also been removed.
Internal: The building comprises a booking office; general waiting room; ladies room and ladies
toilets and men’s toilets. The original timber framed signal box which is shown on the original
drawings at the stair access end of the platform building has either been removed, or was
never constructed. The internal usage has now changed and the toilets have modern fitouts
and finishes.
Overhead booking office (2001)
The original timber framed overhead booking office dating from 1926 has been demolished
and replaced by a new structure erected on the original footbridge consisting of a booking
office, a central concourse, and a concessionaire. The original access stairs remain and have
original star pattern cast iron newel posts at the bottom of the flights.

John Holland Laing O'Rourke Joint Venture

Page 84 of 89

Southwest Metro Early Works

Construction Heritage Management Plan
SMCSWSSJ-JHL-WEC-EM-PLN-000002
Revision 9

Platform (1919)
One island platform, with asphalt surface and original brick platform face and edge. Convex
island platform, extended in concrete.
Canopies (2001)
New steel framed metal roofed canopy constructed over original station access stairs and
extending to eastern end of station building.
Footbridge (1926)
Haunched beam design consists of tapered cantilevers bearing on platform trestles and
supporting shallow beams over the railway tracks. The structure was augmented with the
construction of the new overhead booking office and concourse.
War memorial
Outside the station entrance is a war memorial. It is a sandstone block broken column
(symbolising sacrifice) on a plain plinth. It bears the inscription: 'In memory of our fallen
comrades. This memorial was unveiled by His Excellency the Governor of NSW Lieutenant
General Sir John Northcott KCMG CB MVO Sunday 19th April 1953'. Located on a small
sqaure lawn area, with plantings along the fence line.
Wiley Park Railway Station Group
Wiley Park Railway Station consists of two wayside platforms with original platform buildings
and an original overhead booking office all which have been modified by varying degrees. The
platforms are accessed by earth supported ramps via the overbridge from King Georges Road,
a main road. The overhead booking office building is flanked by commercial shops of a design
which detracts from its significance.
Platform building - Platform 1 (1938)
External: Rectangular face brick building (since painted) which originally had a hipped
terracotta Marseille pattern tile roof. The roof was replaced after a fire with a simple metal clad
skillion roof which cantilevers at the platform side to form an awning. The windows are timber
framed and originally had glass louvres which have since been removed and boarded up or
fitted with fixed glass. Original single panel timber doors have been removed and replaced with
flush doors. The brick work detailing includes brick-on-edge above the openings and a soldier
course above, running around all elevations; a soldier course at ground level and splayed brick
reveals to the openings.
Internal: The building comprises a ladies waiting room and ladies toilets, a central Station
Masters office (not used) and men’s toilets. The toilets now have modern fitouts and finishes.
A fire in the roof has resulted in the loss of the original ceilings. In the Station Master's office
the ceiling lining is the exposed underside of the metal deck and in the toilets a fibre cement
sheeting.
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Platform building - Platform 2 (1938)
External: Small rectangular red face brick shelter building with a hipped terracotta Marseille
pattern tile roof in the same style as the building on the Up platform. The building is enclosed
on three sides with an opening to the platform for access to the timber seating on three sides.
Windows on the lateral walls were originally timber framed in three bays each with three
horizontal glazing bars, but have since been bricked up. The brick work detailing includes brickon-edge above the openings and a soldier course above, running around all elevations; a
soldier course at ground level and splayed brick reveals to the openings.
The awning consists of the northern third of the main hipped roof supported on two hardwood
cantilevers which rise vertically on brick haunches on each side of the main opening. The soffit
lining is asbestos cement, extending around the building as an eaves soffit.
Internal: Internally the shelter has a concrete floor, rendered walls and a hardboard ceiling with
battens. The timber slatted seats are original.
Overhead booking office (1938)
External: The overhead booking office is a timber framed, weatherboard clad building which
was originally roofed with a hipped terracotta Marseille pattern tile roof, which following a fire
in the roof has been replaced by corrugated steel. The frontage to King Georges Road has a
projecting fascia awning with Art Deco influenced horizontal banding supported on exposed
hardwood cantilevers. The building retains original timber framed double hung windows, but
the glazing overlooking the station has been replaced with metal cladding.
Internal: The building consists of the booking office, (the parcels office and its door to King
Georges Road has been removed) an entry concourse and ticket collection booth. The two
front ticket windows have been removed and the internal ticket window replaced. On the north
side the original book stall has been removed for later retail spaces.
Roof replaced with corrugated metal sheets; Internal fixtures and fittings replaced with modern
office furniture; Internal floor plan reorganised and staff toilet added; Doors removed and/or
replaced; Two ticket windows removed, one replaced with modern equivalent; Bookstall
extended; front door and façade replaced with new shopfront glazing; Footbridge windows and
weatherboard siding replaced with corrugated metal screen wall; Footbridge and ramps
upgraded with new fencing and awnings.
Notable original attributes: weatherboard siding; multi-pane sash windows; covered booking
hall with AC ceilings; cantilever awning over footpath; original ticket collector’s cabin and
window; early safe
Platforms (1938)
Platform 1 and 2 are wayside platforms with asphalt surface, with in situ concrete face and
edge.
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Canopies
Modern steel framed and steel roofed canopies have been erected over both platform access
ramps and which continue up to the footbridge.
Footbridge (1938)
Concrete platform supported on steel beams bearing on platform trestles and natural earth
embankment on each side. New corrugated steel canopies and metal handrails have been
added to the footbridge.
Punchbowl Railway Station Group
Punchbowl Railway Station consists of a single island platform with two later built station
buildings. The platforms are accessed by a central set of stairs which lead down from the
footbridge associated with the original timber framed and weatherboard overhead booking
office. The station can be accessed by steps either from the south by The Boulevard, which is
a major shopping street, or from the north via Warren Reserve and Punchbowl Road.
Immediately to the west of the overhead booking office the Punchbowl Road overbridge
crosses the rail line.
Platform building (1980s)
External: Simple rectangular face brick building with a flat metal deck roof and high profiled
metal fascia which extends as a cantilever awning on both sides. The windows are timber
double hung and the doors are flush.
Internal: The building consists of a Station Master's office, sign-on room a store and waiting
room. Inside the waiting room the walls are face brick with a concrete floor, while the other
rooms have their internal walls rendered. The metal clad soffit of the awning continues through
as the internal ceiling to all rooms.
Toilet block (1970s)
The male and female toilets originally had a hipped roof which was replaced with a flat roof
matching the adjacent main platform building. The roof spans between both buildings. Like the
main building, the toilet is a simple rectangular building, with external walls of face brick, while
the windows are aluminium framed.
Overhead booking office (1929)
The overhead booking office is a timber framed, weatherboard clad building with a hipped
corrugated steel clad roof. The original 1929 roof configuration consisted of a simple hipped
roof with Dutch gables on the eastern and western ends and which covered the booking office,
the parcels office, the booking hall and the eastern and western footbridges. The later lamp
room addition extended the western side of the building to the north to make the building L
shaped. A bookstall was added which added a further northern but smaller extension with an
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awning roof. The ticket collection cabin connected to the main booking office has been
removed.
On wall inside overhead booking office is a Timetic clock inside a weatherproof metal case
and timber mount board. It is not original to the overhead booking office and likely to have been
installed in c1950s. It is no longer operational. New electronic clock installed in 2015.
Overall form and patterns of glazing have been altered by the early addition of the hipped roof
lamp room (now used for storage), skillion roof bookstall, enclosure of footbridges, and
curvilinear profile of modern footbridge and stair awnings; Lamproom and bookstall additions
otherwise sympathetic to historic function; Internal fixtures and fittings replaced with modern
office furniture; Doors relocated; Ticket windows replaced with modern ticket windows or
removed; Ticket collector’s cabin removed; Footbridge stairs, balusters and rails replaced.
Notable original attributes: simple open floor-plan of bookings/parcels office; internal tongueand-groove board lining; external weatherboard siding; multi-pane sash windows; covered
booking hall with AC ceiling; dutch-gable roof vents.
Platforms (1909)
One island platform with asphalt surface and original brick face and edge, extended in
concrete. Coping has been raised in concrete.
Footbridge (1930)
Standard concrete platform supported on steel beams bearing on steel platform trestles and
steel trestles on each side of the tracks. Stairs give access from the north and south with a
single stair leading down to the island platform - these were replaced in 2014. The footbridge
structure and stairs have been modified.
Canopies (c2000s)
A modern steel framed and steel roofed canopy has been erected over the platform access
stairs and extends from the end of the main station building up to the overhead booking office.
A contemporaneous canopy with glazed walling also extends across the southern footbridge.
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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 several stations along the project alignment. The works would
be undertaken within the curtilages of the state significant Marrickville Railway Station Group and
Canterbury Railway Station Group which are listed on the State Heritage Register, RailCorp Section
170 Heritage and Conservation Register and relevant Local Environmental Plans (LEP). The early
works would also be undertaken within the curtilages of Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group,
Lakemba Railway Station Group, Wiley Park Railway Station Group and Punchbowl Railway Station
Group, which are all listed on the RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Register and
relevant LEPs. The works would also be undertaken within the areas of archaeological potential
identified at Marrickville Station, Canterbury Station and Lakemba Station.
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



Relocation of Sydney Trains cables and utilities.

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).
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This report provides heritage and archaeological assessments for Marrickville, Canterbury and
Lakemba Stations, and heritage assessments for Dulwich Hill, Wiley Park and Punchbowl Stations.
In addition, this report 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.

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 Jessica Horton (Heritage Consultant), Jayden van Beek (Senior
Heritage Consultant) and 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, Canterbury, Lakemba, Dulwich Hill, Wiley Park and
Punchbowl 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



2.2.2

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

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

1

Artefact 2017
Artefact 2018
3 OEH 2013. Marrickville Railway Station Group. Accessed online at:
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=5012096
2
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platform with street entry only and no access from the footbridge or overbridge, though the structure
itself is representative of a standard design.

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



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



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

1 (1788-1850s)

2 (1850s – 1890s)






3 (1890s – 1920s)







4 (1930s –
present)

4

Potential



Nil-low

Significance
Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance
Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance

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
Moderateplatform stairs, platform brick dwarf walls, and
Local
high
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

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

Unlikely to
Archaeological remains associated with upgrades Moderate- reach the
high
such as utilities and drainage
threshold for

Artefact 2018a: Table 3-4.
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Phase

Archaeological Resource





2.2.4

Potential

Significance
local
significance

Footings associated with the commuter car parking
structure and the Illawarra Road footbridge
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
Moderate
infrastructure, and associated artefacts

Local

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

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.

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 (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

5

Management
Zone

Mitigation



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure




AMS
Salvage
excavations

3

3

1

Ibid Table 8-2.
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Phase

Potential Archaeology
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.

4 (1930s –
present)

Management
Zone

Mitigation



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure




AMS
Test/Salvage
Excavations

3

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

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

Page 6

Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment

Figure 1: Archaeological potential for Marrickville Station Catchment6

6

Artefact 2018a: Figure 3-23.
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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



2.3.2

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

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


1 (1788-1841)




2 (1841 – 1855)






3 (1855 – 1895)








4 (1895-1943)





9

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.

Potential

Significance

Nil-low

Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance

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,
Moderate
wells, cisterns, fencelines, and yard surfaces
to High
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

Potentially
State

Archaeological remains of early residential
cottages including wells, cisterns and refuse pits
Archaeological remains of outbuildings, landscape Moderate
to High
modifications, fence lines, drains and other
structural remains associated with the Blackett and
Co Canterbury Engineering Works

Potentially
local

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), Moderate
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.

Potentially
Local

Artefact 2018a: Table 4-3.
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Phase

Archaeological Resource


5 (1943-present)

2.3.4

Potential

Archaeological remains associated with upgrades
Moderate
such as utilities and drainage
to high

Significance
Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance

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

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

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, fence lines, 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.

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.

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
retaining wall.

10

Management
Zone

Mitigation



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure

1




AMS
Salvage
excavations

1




AMS
Salvage
excavations

2




AMS
Test/Salvage
Excavations

3

Artefact 2018a: Table 8-3.
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Phase

Potential Archaeology

Management
Zone

Mitigation

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.
Moderate to high potential for archaeological remains
5 (1943-present) 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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2.4

Lakemba Station

2.4.1

Heritage listings

Lakemba Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of local
significance:


‘Lakemba Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation
Register, SHI# 4801916



2.4.2

‘Federation railway station buildings’, Canterbury LEP 2012, item no. I143

Statement of significance

The following statement of significance for Lakemba Station has been sourced from the State
Heritage Register.13
Lakemba Railway Station has local historical significance as it was one of the stations to be located
on the Sydenham to Bankstown Line which was built to take pressure off the traffic on the Main
South Line as well as promote agricultural and suburban development in the late nineteenth century
and early twentieth century. The station reflects the extension of the line to Bankstown in 1909 and
the platform building, and associated stairs reflect the development of suburbs in the area after
World War I. The platform building and stairs are also significant as examples of the design and
technology of these structures built by NSW Railways between 1910 and the 1950s.

2.4.3

Potential archaeological remains at Lakemba 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 Lakemba Station. A summary of the archaeological potential and significance of
predicted remains is provided in Table 5, and the location of these archaeological resources is
provided in Figure 5.
Table 5: Summary of areas with potential for significant archaeological remains for Lakemba
Station14
Phase

Archaeological Resource



1 (1788-1880s)


2 (1880s – 1909)



Potential

Initial landowners associated with moderately sized
grants used for agricultural and pastoral purposes
Archaeological features associated with low
intensity land use such as timber getting, grazing, Nil-low
and farming include tree boles, fence line
postholes, field drains and isolated artefact scatters

Establishment of the Taylor House (Lakemba),
stables and potential outbuildings
Archaeological features associated with farming
activities, domestic and agricultural structures,
refuse pits and drains or culverts

Low

Significance

Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance

Potentially
local

13

OEH 2009. Lakemba Railway Station Group. Accessed online at:
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4801916
14 Artefact 2018a: Table 4-3.
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Phase

Archaeological Resource


3 (1909 – 1919)

4 (1919 – present)

2.4.4



Potential

Significance

Archaeological remains associated with the first
Low to
timber island platform and initial railway
infrastructure such as brick drainage pits, electrical moderate
conduits and pits and drains or culverts

Potentially
local

Archaeological remains associated with station and Moderate
rail corridor upgrades such as utilities and drainage

Unlikely to
reach the
threshold for
local
significance

Archaeological management strategy for works at Lakemba Station

The Sydney Metro City & Southwest Sydenham to Bankstown Upgrade Historical Archaeological
Assessment & Research Design has assessed potential impacts to archaeological resources at
Lakemba Station from the works required as part of the project. The archaeological management
policies for these works are outlined in Table 6 and the location of the archaeological management
zones are illustrated in Figure 6.
Table 6: Summary of archaeological management requirements at Lakemba Station
Catchment15
Phase

1 (1788-1880s)

Potential Archaeology
Nil to low potential for archaeological remains
associated with the initial land owners associated with
moderately sized grants used for agricultural and
pastoral purposes. Archaeological features associated
with low intensity land use such as timber getting,
grazing and farming include tree boles, fence line
postholes, field drains and isolated artefact scatters.
Unlikely to reach the threshold for local significance.

Low potential for locally significant archaeological
remains associated with the establishment of the Taylor
House (Lakemba), stables and potential outbuildings.
2 (1880s – 1909)
Archaeological features associated with farming
activities, domestic and agricultural structures, refuse
pits and drains or culverts.

3 (1909 – 1919)

Low to moderate potential for locally significant
archaeological remains associated with the first timber
island platform and initial railway infrastructure such as
brick drainage pits, electrical conduits and pits,
stanchion bases, timber footings and postholes,
sleepers and rail track.

4 (1919 –
present)

Moderate potential for archaeological remains
associated with station and rail corridor upgrades such
as utilities and drainage. Unlikely to reach the threshold
for local significance

15

Management
Zone

Mitigation



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure




AMS
Monitoring or
test / salvage
excavation



Unexpected
Finds
Procedure

3

3

2

3

Artefact 2018a: Table 8-3.
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Figure 5: Archaeological potential for Lakemba Station Catchment16

16Artefact

2018a: Figure 4-22.
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Figure 6: Lakemba Station Catchment archaeological management zones17

17

Artefact 2018a: Figure 8-2.
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2.5

Dulwich Hill Station

Dulwich Hill Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of state
significance:


‘Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation
Register, SHI# 4801909



2.5.1

‘Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group’, Marrickville LEP 2011, item no. I316

Statement of significance

The following statement of significance for Dulwich Hill Station has been sourced from the State
Heritage Register.18
Dulwich Hill Railway Station has local historical significance as it is one of the stations to be located
on the Sydenham to Bankstown Line which was built to take pressure off the traffic on the Main South
Line as well as promote agriculture and suburban development in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries. While the original 1895 station buildings are no longer extant, the replacement 1935 group
of structures including both the overhead booking office and the platform building are significant as
they represent typical examples of the Inter-War Eclectic style utilised by NSW Railways. The
overhead booking office is of high significance and rare as it retains its original configuration and
much of its original fabric.
The Dulwich Hill footbridge is of high heritage significance as a typical example of a 1935 platform
access stair with a timber overhead booking office attached. The stair is substantially intact including
balusters and newels.

2.6

Wiley Park Station

Wiley Park Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of local
significance:


‘Wiley Park Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation
Register, SHI# 4801946



2.6.1

‘Interwar railway station buildings’, Canterbury LEP 2012, item no. I159

Statement of significance

The following statement of significance for Wiley Park Station has been sourced from the State
Heritage Register.19
Wiley Park Railway Station is historically significant at a local level as it was the last of the stations
erected on the Sydenham to Bankstown Line which had been built to relieve congestion on the Main
Southern Line and to promote agricultural and suburban development in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. The brick platform building, and overhead booking office reflect the need to
service the growing population in the area in the 1930s. The station is significant as unlike other
18

OEH 2017a. Dulwich Hill Railway Station Group. Accessed online at:
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4801909
19 OEH 2002. Punchbowl Railway Station Group. Accessed online at:
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1300205
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stations in the Metro network it was a station which was not financed and constructed by the State
Government, but by the Local Council.
While the overall integrity of the complex has been compromised by alterations and additions, the
overhead booking office and brick waiting room on Platform 2 have a moderate level of integrity and
are representative of the Interwar Railway Domestic style utilised by NSW Railways at this time.

2.7

Punchbowl Station

2.7.1

Heritage listings

Punchbowl Station is listed on the following heritage inventory registers as an item of local
significance:


‘Punchbowl Railway Station Group’, RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and Conservation
Register, SHI# 4802009



2.7.2

‘Federation railway station buildings’, Canterbury LEP 2012, item no. I155

Statement of significance

The following statement of significance for Punchbowl Station has been sourced from the State
Heritage Register.20
Punchbowl Railway Station has local historical significance as it was one of the stations to be located
on the Sydenham to Bankstown Line which was built to take pressure of the traffic on the Main South
Line as well as promote agricultural and suburban development in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. The station reflects the extension of the line to Bankstown in 1909 and the
overhead booking office, footbridge and stairs, reflect the development of suburbs I the area during
the Interwar period.
The overhead booking office has local aesthetic and technical significance as an example of the
design by NSW Railways of these timber overhead structures built between 1910 and the 1950s. The
overhead booking office is also significant as it is a fine example of its type, and because it is
relatively intact with an unaltered lamp room.

20

OEH 2002. Punchbowl Railway Station Group. Accessed online at:
https://apps.environment.nsw.gov.au/dpcheritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=1300205
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3.0

PROPOSED EXCAVATION WORKS

3.1

Overview of works

Sydney Metro are proposing to undertake Early Works at Marrickville, Canterbury, Lakemba, Dulwich
Hill, Wiley Park and Punchbowl Stations, as part of the Sydney Metro City & Southwest – Sydenham
to Bankstown project.
The proposed works consist of the following general activities:
Table 7: 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

Sydney Trains cable and utility relocations at a number of locations.
The works will include trenching for the removal or modification of
redundant Sydney Trains cables and utilities, and the installation of
new above-ground and below-ground utilities. These works would
be undertaken within the station curtilages and Archaeological
Management Zones.
Tranche 1B
Works

Galvanised steel trough (GST) (post holes at 2m centres, to a
depth of 1.5m, with a 300mm diameter).

Canterbury, Lakemba,
Dulwich Hill, Wiley Park
and Punchbowl Stations

Ground level tough (GLT) (trough at ground level, to a depth of
400mm and 400mm wide).
Pit and pipe route (trench up to 1.8m deep and 1.5 wide, pits to 2 x
2 x 2m).
Geotech tests (boreholes, slit trenches) at a number of locations
Tranche 1C
Works

Clear and Grub

Soil Resistivity Testing (inserting 3 x metal rods, each with an
approx 15mm diameter, in the ground to a depth of 300mm)

Marrickville,and
Canterbury Stations

Clearing and Grubbing - removal of surface vegetation and 200mm Marrickville and
of topsoil with an excavator to access test sites
Canterbury Stations

Sediment Control Installing Sediment fences as and where required - knocking
Install
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 only the Tranche
1B works would be within the SHR curtilage of Canterbury Station. The proposed works within the
Archaeological Management Zones are presented in Figure 7 to Figure 9.
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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.

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 7.

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 1B Works

Excavations would be undertaken along an approximately 160m long section of the south-west area
of Canterbury Station, with about 80m of this being within the SHR curtilage, to remove redundant
Sydney Trains cables. This would then be replaced with a new buried cable route along the same
alignment.
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Excavations would also be undertaken within the grassed area near the southern pedestrian ramp to
install an approximately 40-50m long section of buried cable route and GLT. This would then connect
to a new cable ladder route to be attached to the retaining wall adjacent to the pedestrian footbridge
and the Canterbury Road overbridge. Excavations may also be required within a portion of Platform 2
or a portion of cable tray may be attached to the back of the platform. These works would require the
temporary removal of fence panels to allow for access to the area and machine access to the
platform.

3.3.3

Tranche 1C works

3.3.3.1 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).
3.3.3.2 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.

3.3.4

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 8. Two trees
would also be removed near the southern pedestrian ramp to provide access for the Trance 1B
works.

3.3.5

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.

3.4

Lakemba Station works

3.4.1

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.

3.4.2

Tranche 1B works

Excavations would be undertaken within the grass verge to the north of the rail tracks to remove an
approximately 140m long redundant Sydney Trains cable route. This would then be replaced with
approximately 100-110m of new cable route which may consist of a combination of buried cable and
above-ground GST.

3.4.3

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 8. About five
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trees would also be removed near the from the grass verge on the north side of the tracks to provide
access for the Trance 1B works.

3.5

Dulwich Hill Station works

3.5.1

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.

3.5.2

Tranche 1B works

Excavations would be undertaken within small portions of Dulwich Hill Station for the removal and
replacement of approximately 60-70m of redundant Sydney Trains GST and GLT at the north-west
and south-west ends of the station. Excavations for the construction of a footing for a new white light
repeater would also be undertaken adjacent to the existing GLT near Ewart Street. The excavations
would be limited to the rail corridor or adjacent grassed verges.

3.6

Wiley Park Station works

3.6.1

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.

3.6.2

Tranche 1B works

Excavations would be undertaken within Platform 2 to remove an approximately 160m long redundant
Sydney Trains cable route. Excavations would then be undertaken along the grassed verge to the
north of the platform to install approximately 180m of replacement GST.

3.7

Punchbowl Station works

3.7.1

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.

3.7.2

Tranche 1B works

Excavations would be undertaken along the north side of the rail corridor to remove approximately
50m of redundant GLT. Excavations would then be undertaken higher up on the grassed
embankment for the installation of a similar length of GST.
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Figure 7: Proposed works at Marrickville Station
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Figure 8: Proposed works at Canterbury Station
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Figure 9: Proposed works at Lakemba 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 (1890s1920s) 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 8 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the excavation works at
Marrickville Station.
Table 8: Summary of heritage impacts for the excavation works for Marrickville Station

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Neutral

Negligible

Neutral

Negligible

Neutral

Neutral

Clear and Grub

Neutral

Negligible

Sediment control

Neutral

Negligible

Works

Non-destructive service location

Tranche 1C works: Geotechnical
tests
Tranche 1C works: Soil resistivity
testing

4.2

Canterbury Station

4.2.1

Direct (physical) impacts

Impacts to significant
archaeological
resources
Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible (with
mitigation)

Negligible

Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible

The majority of the proposed works (except for the Tranche 1B works and some tree removals) are
not located within the SHR, Section 170 or LEP heritage curtilage of Canterbury Station. The majority
of the proposed non-destructive service location works, as well as the 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. Only a small amount of non-destructive service location may
be required within Platform 2, and although two trees would be removed within the curtilage of the
station at allow for the Tranche 1B works these trees are not considered to be significant fabric.
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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.
The excavations for the proposed Sydney Train relocation works would be located within the grassed
verge along the south side of the rail corridor. The works would be located adjacent to the pedestrian
access ramp and platform and would require the temporary removal of fencing and plant movement
on the platform to undertake the works. This would result in negligible direct impacts to heritage
significant fabric at Canterbury Station.
The above-ground GST and cable trays/ladders would be directly attached to the pedestrian
footbridge (moderate significance), the overbridge (high significance) and the back of Platform 2 (high
significance). This would require penetrations into the significant fabric which therefore cause direct
impacts to heritage significant fabric at Canterbury Station. However, the impacts would largely be
limited to localised areas where the cable routes would be attached, which would be relatively small
compared to the overall heritage item. The works would not require the removal of large amounts of
fabric such as the brick and concrete platform copings.
Overall, the proposed works would have a negligible 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.
Although the majority of the new Sydney Trains cable route is planned to be buried, the cable route
would include above-ground sections that are attached to the pedestrian footbridge, overbridge, and
Platform 2. This would introduce new visual clutter in these areas that would be visible from Platform
2. The direct impacts to the significant fabric would also result in visual impacts to the heritage item.
This would result in minor visual impacts to Canterbury Station. It is noted however that the cable
route is only planned to be in place for 3-4 years before it is removed and the attachment points are
made good.
Overall, the proposed works would result in a minor 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.
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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, Sydney Trains relocation works, clearing and grubbing and
tree removals, 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.
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 9 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the excavation works at
Canterbury Station.
Table 9: Summary of heritage impacts for the excavation works for Canterbury Station
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Works

Non-destructive service location

Tranche 1B works: Sydney Trains
relocations
Tranche 1C works: Geotechnical
tests
Tranche 1C works: Soil resistivity
testing

Impacts to significant

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible

Minor

Neutral

Negligible

Neutral

Neutral

Negligible

Negligible

Negligible (with

Clear and Grub

Neutral

Sediment control

Neutral

4.3

Lakemba Station

4.3.1

Direct (physical) impacts

archaeological
resources
Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible (with
mitigation)

mitigation)
Negligible

Negligible

The proposed works are located within the Section 170 and LEP heritage curtilage of Lakemba
Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works and Sydney Trains relocation works are
located within the grassed verge of the rail cutting on the north side of the tracks at the country end of
the station. However, the works would not impact heritage significant fabric at Lakemba Station. The
trees proposed to be removed are not considered to be significant fabric.
Overall, the proposed works would have a neutral direct (physical) impact on Lakemba Station with
no impact to heritage significant fabric.

4.3.2

Indirect (visual) impacts

The proposed works potentially include the installation of new GST that would introduce additional
visual clutter in the area. Although painting the GST posts to reduce reflective glare would help to
mitigate the impact, this structure would be clearly visible as a large, modern, new structure and
would obscure key views of the station from Railway Parade. This would therefore result in a
moderate localised visual impact to the station precinct. If the cable route is buried rather than located
within GST, the visual impact would be reduced.
The trees proposed to be removed along the northern boundary of the station precinct are not
considered to be significant fabric. However, the removal of the tress would impact the aesthetics of
the station precinct, resulting in a negligible visual impact.
Overall, the proposed works would result in a moderate indirect (visual) impact to the heritage
significance of Lakemba Station.
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4.3.3

Impacts to significant archaeological resources

Archaeological assessment at Lakemba Station has identified that there is low to moderate potential
for archaeological features dating to the third phase of development (1909-1919) 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
brick drainage pits, electrical conduits and pits, stanchion bases, timber footings and postholes,
sleepers and rail track. Archaeological remains associated with earlier phases could include evidence
of farming activities including domestic and agricultural structures, refuse pits and drains or culverts.
Notable features in this location include two structures located on the north side of the tracks to the
west of the pedestrian footbridge, which are visible in 1943 aerial photographs of the station.
It is unlikely though that artefact-bearing deposits and or remains associated with the first timber
island platform would be present within the proposed excavation areas. Furthermore, the impacts
associated with the proposed SWC works would generally be limited to narrow trenches and localised
potholes and therefore would not have an extensive impact footprint.
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 locations and Sydney Train relocation works, and clearing and grubbing and tree removal,
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.
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
AMZ 2 for future works at Lakemba Station (see Table 6 and Figure 6 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.
Overall, it is assessed that the proposed works would result in negligible impacts to potential
archaeological remains within Lakemba Station if the recommended management measures were
adhered to.

4.3.4

Summary of heritage impacts to Lakemba Station

Table 9 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the excavation works at
Lakemba Station.
Table 10: Summary of heritage impacts for the excavation works for Lakemba Station
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Works

Non-destructive service location

Tranche 1B works: Sydney Trains
relocations

Clear and Grub

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Neutral

Negligible

Neutral

Moderate

Neutral

Negligible

4.4

Dulwich Hill Station

4.4.1

Direct (physical) impacts

Impacts to significant
archaeological
resources
Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible (with
mitigation)
Negligible (with
mitigation)

The proposed works are located within the Section 170 and LEP heritage curtilage of Dulwich Hill
Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works and Sydney Trains relocation works are
located within the grassed portion of the rail cutting on the north and south side of the tracks at the
country end of the station. However, the works would not impact heritage significant fabric at Dulwich
Hill Station.
Overall, the proposed works would have a neutral direct (physical) impact on Dulwich Hill Station with
no impact to heritage significant fabric.

4.4.2

Indirect (visual) impacts

The proposed works include the installation of new GST that would introduce additional visual clutter
in the area, particularly in views from the station platform to the overhead booking office. Although
painting the GST posts to reduce reflective glare would help to mitigate the impact, this structure
would be clearly visible as a large, modern, new structure and would result in a minor localised visual
impact. The new GST posts would increase visual clutter from the platform towards the embankments
of the railway cutting and towards the western end of the station and generate an impact upon the
setting of the station. However, these services would not overshadow view lines to the significant
heritage buildings located within the station precinct and the impact would be reduced through the
removal of redundant Sydney Trains GLT.
Overall, the proposed works would result in a negligible indirect (visual) impact to the heritage
significance of Dulwich Hill Station.

4.4.3

Summary of heritage impacts to Dulwich Hill Station

Table 11 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the works at Dulwich
Hill Station.
Table 11: Summary of heritage impacts for the works for Dulwich Hill Station
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Works

Non-destructive service location
Tranche 1B works: Sydney Trains
relocations

Impacts to significant

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Neutral

Negligible

N/a

Neutral

Negligible

N/a

4.5

Wiley Park Station

4.5.1

Direct (physical) impacts

archaeological
resources

The proposed works are located within the Section 170 and LEP heritage curtilage of Wiley Park
Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works and Sydney Trains relocation works
would involve excavations within Platform 2 to remove the redundant Sydney Trains cables and
would require cutting through the surface of the platform. Platform 2 is considered to be an element of
moderate significance within the station precinct. However, the trench would be relatively narrow and
the surface of the platform would be replaced following the completion of the works which would help
to reduce the impact to negligible.
The new GST would be located within the grassed portion of the rail cutting and would not impact
heritage significant fabric at Wiley Park Station.
Overall, the proposed works would have a negligible direct (physical) impact on Wiley Park Station.

4.5.2

Indirect (visual) impacts

The proposed works would result in direct impacts to the fabric of Platform 2 as part of the removal of
the redundant Sydney Trains cable route. Although the platform surface would be reinstated following
the works, the altered surface would still be visually noticeable. This would result in a negligible visual
impact to Platform 2.
The proposed works also include the installation of new GST that would introduce additional visual
clutter in the area. Although painting the GST posts to reduce reflective glare would help to mitigate
the impact, this structure would be clearly visible as a large, modern, new structure located adjacent
to and to the west of Platform 2. This would result in a minor visual impact to the heritage significance
of Wiley Park Station.
Overall, the proposed works would result in a minor indirect (visual) impact to the heritage
significance of Wiley Park Station.

4.5.3

Summary of heritage impacts to Wiley Park Station

Table 12 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the works at Wiley
Park Station.
Table 12: Summary of heritage impacts for the works for Wiley Park Station
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Works

Non-destructive service location
Tranche 1B works: Sydney Trains
relocations

Impacts to significant

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Negligible

Negligible

N/a

Negligible

Minor

N/a

4.6

Punchbowl Station

4.6.1

Direct (physical) impacts

archaeological
resources

The proposed works are located within the Section 170 and LEP heritage curtilage of Punchbowl
Station. The proposed non-destructive service location works and Sydney Trains relocation works are
located within the grassed verge on the north side of the rail corridor. The works would be located
underneath the overhead booking office but would not impact heritage significant fabric at Punchbowl
Station.
Overall, the proposed works would have a neutral direct (physical) impact on Punchbowl Station with
no impact to heritage significant fabric.

4.6.2

Indirect (visual) impacts

The proposed works include the installation of new GST that would introduce additional visual clutter
in the area, particularly in views from the station platform to the overhead booking office. Although
painting the GST posts to reduce reflective glare would help to mitigate the impact, this structure
would be clearly visible as a large, modern, new structure and would result in a minor localised visual
impact.
Overall, the proposed works would result in a minor indirect (visual) impact to the heritage
significance of Punchbowl Station.

4.6.3

Summary of heritage impacts to Punchbowl Station

Table 13 below provides a summary of the assessment of heritage impacts for the works at
Punchbowl Station.
Table 13: Summary of heritage impacts for the works for Punchbowl Station

Works

Non-destructive service location
Tranche 1B works: Sydney Trains
relocations

Impacts to significant

Direct (physical)

Indirect (visual)

impacts

impacts

Neutral

Negligible

N/a

Neutral

Minor

N/a

archaeological
resources
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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 the stations:


The proposed works at Marrickville Station would result in neutral direct (physical) and
negligible indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



The proposed works at Canterbury Station would result in negligible direct (physical) and
minor indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



The proposed works at Lakemba Station would result in neutral direct (physical) and moderate
indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



The proposed works at Dulwich Hill Station would result in neutral direct (physical) and
negligible indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



The proposed works at Wiley Park Station would result in negligible direct (physical) and
minor indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



The proposed works at Punchbowl Station would result in neutral direct (physical) and minor
indirect (visual) impacts to the heritage significance of the item.



Excavation works, including non-destructive digging, geotechnical testing, Sydney Trains
relocation works, clearing and grubbing and tree removal, at Marrickville, Canterbury and
Lakemba 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.21



Archaeological monitoring during excavation works of non-destructive digging, geotechnical
testing, Sydney Trains relocation works, clearing and grubbing and tree removal, 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



Where cable trays/ladders are proposed to be attached directly to significant structural fabric
at Canterbury Station, such as to the footbridge, overbridge or platform, they should be
attached with mechanical (non-chemical) anchors rather than chemical anchors to minimise
impacts to fabric resulting from the future removal of the cable trays/ladders. All impact points
should be made good when the anchors are removed



Where possible, new cable routes should be buried rather than located within above-ground
GLT or GST

21

Artefact 2018a, p128

Page 37

Early Works - Non-Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment



Where possible, direct impacts to significant fabric should be avoided where there are options
to locate the works within non-significant areas, such as locating cable routes at Canterbury
Station within non-significant garden areas rather than closer to the platform.
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6.0

APPENDIX: ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHOD STATEMENT

Project: Sydney Metro – City & Southwest Sydenham to Date: 21 December 2020
Bankstown- Early Works
Project site: Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba
Stations

Author: Shona Lindsay (Senior Heritage
Consultant), Jayden van Beek (Senior
Heritage Consultant) and Dr Sandra
Wallace (Managing Director)

Client: Sydney Metro Authority

Contact: Dan Keegan

Background
Prior to the commencement of construction works for the project, JHLOR (the Proponent) are
proposing to undertake early works at Marrickville, Canterbury and Lakemba 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. Lakemba Station is listed on the RailCorp Section 170 Heritage and
Conservation Register and relevant Local Environmental Plan. The three 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 2020), 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 Design22.
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 2020). All project information, assessment of archaeological potential and significance and

22

Artefact 2018a
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impact assessment are included in the assessment document. The AMS only outlines the
archaeological methodology required to avoid impacts to significant archaeological remains.

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



Excavations for the removal and installation of Sydney Trains cable routes



Geotechnical testing



Clearing and grubbing and tree removal

Lakemba Station


Non-destructive digging for service locations



Excavations for the removal and installation of Sydney Trains cable routes



Clearing and grubbing and tree removal

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.
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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
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 ARD23. 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.

23

Artefact 2018a
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