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1 Executive Summary  
1.1 Introduction 

Southern Archaeology (SA) was engaged by the City of Launceston (CoL) in 2018 to assess 
information provided by John Dent (local surveyor and amateur historian) regarding the location and 
possible archaeological potential of the Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS), also known as the 
Kings Meadows Road Station (KMRS), located at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows.  The site is currently 
the subject of an approved sub-division development. 
 
Three archaeological excavations were undertaken between April 2018 and March 2019. Figure 1 to 
Figure 4 show the extent of these excavations. 
 
These excavations were supported by Launceston Historical Society (LHS) volunteers (see Section 
2.3). 
 
This Final Archaeological Excavation Report (FAER) and the accompanying Artefact Assessment 
Report (AAR) and Artefact Catalogue (AC) (Appendix 1 and 2) provide detail about these 
excavations. 
 

1.2 Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS) excavations – How did we get 
here? 

The following chronology outlines the various stages of the project (see also Figure 1 to Figure 4): 
 

1. May 2018. The KMCS1 archaeological test excavation was completed at 24 Raglan St., Kings 
Meadows, No features or material relating to the Kings Meadows Convict Station were 
located during this test excavation. 

2. May/April 2018. Review of research and 1946 aerial photography, and review of Google 
Earth imagery showed well foundations (reservoir - F2), another foundation (the bluestone 
foundation - F1) and the remains of a large oak tree which indicated the Kings Meadows 
Convict Station site may be located at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows, to the immediate east 
of the 24 Raglan St. site. Surface finds such as marked convict bricks supported this. 

3. April to October 2018. Negotiations were undertaken between the City of Launceston, the 
landowner and Southern Archaeology to archaeologically excavate at the Dundas St. site. A 
detailed SHAP and AMS were prepared by Southern Archaeology for the site and submitted 
to the City of Launceston and Heritage Tasmania (HT).  

4. October/November 2018. KMCS2 archaeological excavation (6 days) was conducted at 
Dundas St. Features and artefacts were recorded consistent with a pre-1850 occupation of 
the site. Results were inconclusive, but features were found which appeared to relate to the 
Kings Meadows Convict Station (i.e. the cobble surface F5, the reservoir F2 and the 
bluestone foundation F1). 

5. November 2018. A nomination was received by Heritage Tasmania to list the site on the 
Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR). The Kings Meadows Convict Station is already listed as 
part of the Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS Pl. Id. 11063) but possibly 
incorrectly recorded as being located in Relbia (approx. 2.5 kms south east of the Dundas 
site). 
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6. November 2018. Confirmation of this inaccurate listing, background research, 
artefact analysis and the lack of confirmation of the location of the Kings Meadows Convict 
Station to date necessitated further archaeological excavation to ascertain the exact 
orientation and extent of the Kings Meadows Convict Station and to inform the nomination 
on the THR.  

7. January 2019 A trench plan and guide to further archaeological excavation was supplied to 
the City of Launceston and Heritage Tasmania by Southern Archaeology. 

8. April 2019. The KMCS3 excavation (12 days) was completed at the Dundas St. site. The 
location and extent of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site was established with the 
discovery of defining features and artefacts to the north east of previous excavations. This 
final exploration necessitated considering a different alignment to that indicated in the 
original 1838 plans. The discovery of the Kings Meadows Convict Station in this area exposed 
a critical error in the orientation of Babington’s original 1838 survey plan, revealing the 
north arrow had been incorrectly aligned to west.  
 

1.3 Preparation, contents and aim of this report 

This report is divided into two major components: 
 

1. The Final Archaeological Excavation Report (FAER) which provides details of the 
archaeological excavation at the Kings Meadows Convict Station study area and includes: 
 

• Maps detailing the Kings Meadows Convict Station location and extent. 
• An overview of the history of the site (provided by John Dent and Heritage 

Tasmania). 
• The results of the excavation (including data summaries). 
• Artefact Analysis Report (AAR) summary (taken from the AAR). 
• Discussion and interpretation of the archaeological discoveries.  
• A summary of the legislation particular to the project. 
• A review of the archaeological potential, disturbance and significance as a result 

of the archaeological excavation (compared to the initial analysis in the SHAP 
2018).  

• Recommendations. 
 

2. The Artefact Analysis Report (AAR) which includes (contained in Appendix 1): 
 

• A limited attribute analysis Artefact Catalogue (AC) (Appendix 2).  
• Discussion and analysis of the artefacts. 
• Photos of the artefacts. 

 
The aim of this report is to detail the results of the Kings Meadows Convict Station excavation and to 
inform the nomination for listing of the site on the Tasmania Heritage Register. 
 

1.4 Outcomes of the Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS) excavation 

The archaeological excavations at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows resulted in the discovery of the 
location and extent of the Kings Meadows Convict Station and Commandant’s Cottage. Figure 1 to 
Figure 4 show the location of the KMCS1, KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations, the location and extent of 
the Kings Meadows Convict Station and the locations of other recorded features. Over 10,000 
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individual artefacts were collected during these excavations. These artefacts have since 
been catalogued and recorded in accordance with the Archaeological Method Statement (Artefact 
Analysis Report in Appendix 1 and Artefact Catalogue in Appendix 2).
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Figure 1: Drone Images and overlays showing location and extent of Kings Meadows Convict Station in the context of the current subdivision works. Compiled by Darren Watton using Mavic 
Pro Drone imagery and Adobe Illustrator 2019. 
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Figure 2: Approximate location of KMCS1, KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations. Compiled by Darren Watton using Adobe Illustrator 2019. Map supplied by LIST Tasmania. 
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Figure 3: GIS map showing location of Kings Meadows Convict Station with Babington’s 1838 survey plan overlay. Compiled by Darren Watton using QGIS 2019. 
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Figure 4: Survey map showing location of trenches and features recorded during the Kings Meadows Convict Station archaeological excavation. Compiled by PDA surveyors Launceston 
Tasmania 2019.
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1.5 Summary of archaeological potential, disturbance and 
significance 

Table 1 summarises the archaeological potential, disturbance and significance of the Kings Meadows 

Convict Station site at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows. This includes a significance assessment of the 

artefact collection. 

 

Evaluation is based on significance values of the Burra Charter (2013) specifically Criteria (c) of the 

Historic Cultural Heritage (HCH) Act 1995. 

 

Please note:  
 

• This assessment has been completed after all archaeological excavation and this analysis 
represents a review and re-assessment of the original archaeological potential, 
disturbance and significance analysis provided in the SHAP and AMS (2018).  

• The medium (*) potential and significance referred to in this table below indicates the 
potential and significance of unanticipated finds such as associated infrastructure (for 
example, brick making or timber cutting (sawpit) areas) or the barrel drain area in T8 that 
was unable to be excavated at the time due to safety issues. Recommendations reflect 
this.  

 
Item KMCS archaeological site 

ratings 
Determination 

Potential Low (to medium*) Due to extensive archaeological excavation the 
potential (likelihood) of discovering new 
archaeological material is considered low. 

Disturbance  High The site has been highly disturbed by 
demolition, farming activities and sub-division 
works, especially road works. 

Archaeological 
significance 

Low (to medium*) Extensive excavations recorded a significant 
portion of the subdivision site with little scope 
for further information to be revealed that 
would significantly add to our understanding 
of Tasmanian history (Criteria (c) HCH Act 
1995: research or archaeological significance). 

Artefact 
collection 
significance 

Very High  The large collection of artefacts associated 
with the Kings Meadows Convict Station site 
has potential to contribute much to knowledge 
and understanding of the convict assignment 
period in Tasmania and the development of 
Launceston. 

Table 1: Summary of the archaeological potential, disturbance and significance of the Kings Meadows Convict Station 
(referred to as the KMCS in this table) site at 5 Dundas St. Kings Meadows. 

1.6 Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS) Timeline (phases of 
development) 

Figure 5 shows an approximate timeline for occupation (phases of development) at the Kings 

Meadows Convict Station site based upon information in the historical record, aerial photography, 

anecdotal evidence and archaeological excavation. Further historical detail is provided in Section 7. 
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Figure 5: Timeline for occupation of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site. Compiled by Darren Watton and based on 
information and background research by John Dent and HT 2019. 
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1.7 Archaeological Research Design (ARD) questions (Southern 
Archaeology Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) 2018) 

Archaeological Research Design (ARD) questions are devised to guide the archaeological excavation 

and to inform interpretation and reporting. The Archaeological Research Design questions 

associated with the Kings Meadows Convict Station site were detailed in the KMCS2 Statement 

Historical Archaeology Potential (SHAP) and Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) (Southern 

Archaeology 2018). Table 2 shows the questions and responses as a result of the Kings Meadows 

Convict Station excavations. 
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
• Do the archaeological 

features at the KMCS 
site provide any 
understanding and 
insight into when and 
how the site was first 
occupied, developed 
and used (particularly 
in relation to the 
convict period)? 

Features and artefactual evidence supports historical use of the site, likely associated with convict occupation around 1836.  
 
Supporting evidence includes: 

• Features found are located in areas, positions and alignments matching existing plans (with the exception of the north arrow being 
incorrectly marked on the original 1838 plan). 

• A heavy dolerite crushed gravel layer (likely hand crushed) defines the area of the KMCS and Commandant’s Cottage. 
• The presence of features built with convict bricks provides clear evidence of convict period association. 
• Cobbles and foundational features found support the presence of the associated Commandant’s Cottage. 
• Artefacts found support early occupation consistent with these features (and are consistent with artefacts recorded on early sites in 

Hobart, the C. H. Smith site in Launceston and Yorktown). 
• Artefacts found, including hand-wrought nails, hand-made bricks and heavy tools support industrious, self-sufficient activity on site.  
• Some heavy in situ stone material shows tooling marks and laying consistent with early construction methods. 
• Extensive convict brick drains support the former presence of a number of buildings over a significant area. 
• Lack of extensive foundational material supports the known construction method of timber framing (including foundations) and 

cladding. 
• Large iron spikes and nails found on site, are indicative of timber construction. 
 
Evidence of convict occupation is limited to built features (i.e. few personal items) but this supports the known short occupation. 
 
Historical accounts of continued occupation (to the early 1900s at least) of a residence matching the description of The Commandant’s 
Cottage is supported by broad dating evidence for artefacts found in this location. 
  
The importance of the horse for transport, site development and farming work is supported by the discovery of a stable at the 
Commandant’s Cottage, and the presence of old horseshoes across the entire site.  
 
The fireplace feature (F14) may be associated with the earliest occupation and timber getting on the site. Six convicts were reported to 
have first occupied the site in the early phase of KMCS groundworks and building.  

 
• Can this site provide 

any insight into the 
The KMCS was part of a system or network of convict stations in the area constructed to develop infrastructure in the growing Tasmanian 
colony. Specifically, this station was one of several built in the 1830s to assist constructing the ELWS and associated local road and bridge 
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
development of 
infrastructure in 
northern Tasmania? 
For example, the 
Evandale canal (ELWS) 
and local road 
infrastructure? 

infrastructure. The 1830s is known as a period of high population growth and development in Tasmania (Solomon 1976). This growth period 
focussed particularly on expansion into the northern part of Tasmania. While the ELWS was only partially completed it represented a positive 
and significant investment in the north of Tasmania, meeting population growth and emphasising the importance of water. It also supports 
the importance of Launceston as the major northern settlement and port with arterial connections across the north, to Hobart and to the 
mainland of Australia. 
 
The road access (F25), was also found as a clear road cutting on an adjacent property and likely leading from the old Hobart Road. Historic 
records indicate that little work was undertaken on the ELWS scheme at this site but is expected (and was reported) that some preliminary 
canal construction at least was undertaken during the brief occupation period of the KMCS. Further evidence of the ELWS scheme and roads 
may exist on the site, or nearby. 

• Can the excavation 
provide insight into 
how this site compares 
to other known convict 
sites (particularly 
probation or road 
station sites) in 
Tasmania? 

Other convict station sites in the north of Tasmania have been briefly compared and it appears that the size, extent and investment into 
convict stations varied from site to site. The KMCS, in terms of its comparable size and scale, appears to have been constructed as a major 
station in the area. It may have been intended as a parent station for a range of works. It appears from the historical record that the 
overseers used a certain amount of discretion (with or without permission) in the approach to construction of these stations. The station was 
reported to have been well built, beyond allocated budget. There are other station plans (for example, the Brighton Convict Station) that 
show similarities in design. 
 
Readily available station plans show that designs and construction methods vary enormously from one station to another with many 
differently qualified persons undertaking the design work and drawing plans.  The error in the orientation of the 1838 plan also suggests that 
perhaps other stations contain mistakes or variances in their plans, which stands as a warning to future archaeologists reliant on such 
evidence. It appears station design was based on individual needs such as permanency, proximity to resources, infrastructure or project type, 
proximity to urban or population centres, ongoing need and the number of convicts that were needed to be housed. Proximity to water 
appears to be one of the most important siting factors with all the convict stations in the immediate area located beside creeks or rivers. 
 
There is further research potential here. 

• Can the archaeology 
reveal information 
about the role of 
convicts in Tasmania 
and more specifically 
the north of the state? 
For example, is there 
any evidence from the 

There was little direct evidence of the former presence of convicts at the site. There are some small items of possible connection such as pipe 
fragments, the felt hat, shoes and tools. The hem weight is possibly associated with a military frock coat. Some tools appear to be 
stonemasonry tools such as large rock working chisels. Other tools include a hand-wrought turning or strake chisel (possibly used to gouge 
wood for guttering etc) and numerous axes including an old-style mortising axe. These were possibly used by convicts in construction and 
maintenance activities at the KMCS or may be linked to subsequent occupation.  
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
excavation that may 
show the presence of 
convicts at the site and 
contribute to the story 
of social relationships 
at the site or how the 
station was occupied 
and run? 

The lack of personal items may also reflect the short period of convict occupation at this site, probably as little as 6 months to a few years. 
The historical record indicates 6 months. Most of this time was probably spent establishing the station and clearing timber as described in the 
historical record and there may have been little opportunity for recreational activities. 
While the direct evidence is scant, the indirect evidence is substantial. Some surviving features contain hand worked foundation stones, and 
cobbles in the stable show some care with selection and placement. The skill of the workers and the design of the station is emphasised by 
the extensive drainage networks. Marked bricks show the importance and skill of the brickmakers (the thumbprints are tantalising evidence 
of convict individuals). The variance in style and markings (with many bricks having multiple markings) are evidence of the importance of this 
procedure at the time. The hand broken dolerite and other gravels show the construction methods and extent of labour and suggest 
employment of convicts in hard labour. To imagine such work undertaken in chains adds further to the hardships endured at this site, even 
before the intended canal works took place. The hand-wrought nails and other metal artefacts found also testify to the convict lot. The 
location of the Commandant’s Cottage closer to the water supply may also indicate a deliberate preference for this position. The structural 
elements of the site are very revealing. 
 
More indirectly the Commandant’s Cottage artefact collection indicates some disparity between the military and the convicts. Early ceramics 
found here, and lacking in the area of the station itself, suggest that a better quality of material was likely supplied to the overseers, or came 
as personal possessions. Chinese porcelain, the early cobalt floral designs, shell edge ceramics and hand painted earthenware are some 
examples. The ceramic collection in general shows huge amounts of plain utilitarian ware porcelain and earthenware, possibly reflecting 
government issue. Convict supplies of domestic ware were probably limited and perhaps made of metal as other site collections indicate. 
Convict possessions were limited and have probably disappeared over the years or may have been moved along with the convict population, 
or were perhaps individually protected or valued by convicts, fearing punishment if items were lost or damaged. 

• What can be learnt 
about specific 
functions of individual 
buildings or 
components?  

• Can comparisons be 
made to the structure 
and function of other 
buildings in the area 
and how these 
buildings contributed 
to the overall 

The contents found in the Commandant’s Cottage kitchen area (F59) and stables (F5) reflect both domestic and service use with items such as 
ceramics, metal items of a work nature, and bottle and window glass. Some personal items such as marbles and doll fragments were present 
and dating here reflects long occupation, and the presence of families. Structural items such as nails were also present. Areas around this 
reflect a more diverse range of items and include more horseshoes and tools. The area to the south of the Commandant’s Cottage may have 
been a blacksmithing or other work area. 
 
Items found in T7 and T9, the southern areas of the KMCS were more commonly work related or structural (for example tools, horseshoes, 
hand-wrought spikes and nails) with domestic items (like ceramic) less represented. In Trench 8 around one linear foundation (F38) a large 
scatter of domestic elements was found. This is in the likely area of the mess hall and chapel, and large volumes of plain utilitarian ware 
ceramic and oyster shell in particular suggest a possible discard location and domestic association  
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
establishment of the 
area? 

• Can findings from this 
excavation reveal any 
information about 
economic 
development and the 
evolution of the 
European colony 
regionally or in 
Tasmania in general? 

The building of convict stations was a response to regional infrastructure requirements, a growing population and a need to control and keep 
an ever-growing population of convicts housed and busy (see Solomon 1976). The KMCS served this need in the north – The ELWS was an 
example of significant investment in the north. These stations were also often temporary and the KMCS was subject to conflict over lease 
rights, ownership of land and resources and the need for public infrastructure. This was a period where questions were arising regarding the 
role of transportation, the convict in society and the humanity of servitude. The KMCS operated in a time of change from the assignment 
system to the probation system, leading to the eventual abolition of convictism in the 1850s in Tasmania. Potential differences between 
classes are suggested here. There is little evidence of the convict but the area around the Commandants Cottage reveals the ceramics and 
items of everyday use restricted to the controlling classes. 

• Can the time when this 
building fell into disuse 
or was demolished be 
established from the 
content of the site? 
Was this during the 
convict period or did 
the building continue 
to be used after it was 
sold in the 1850s (and 
if so, how was it used)? 

Based upon archaeological excavation and artefactual analysis the following approximate dates for construction and demolition of certain 
structures can be postulated: 

• The fireplace (F14) was likely part of a structure built before or around the time of the KMCS construction. It probably served as a 
dwelling or support building for work on the site (i.e. timber getting) in the early 1830s to 1850s. This building most likely fell into 
disuse and demolished in the late 1800s. Artefact dating from around F14 suggests a median date of 1840 and a termination date of 
around 1900. 

• KMCS constructed c.1836 using convict labour and occupied by convicts till around 1838 when it was abandoned and thereafter 
served as a service building to the Commandant’s Cottage (the Commandant’s Cottage became a residence). The convict station was 
probably demolished in the late 1800s to early 1900s. The area around the T8 wall (F38) may have continued to be used or formed 
part of a residence during this time based on the amount of ceramics present and other items recorded here. 

• The Commandant’s Cottage was built concurrently with the KMCS (c.1836) and served as the dwelling for the superintendent until 
c.1838 when it became a private residence. It was probably demolished in the early 1900s (it was definitely gone by 1946).  

• The reservoir was probably built after the KMCS, any time from 1840 to 1880 and continued to be used until it was filled, probably 
between 1960 and1980. 

• The bluestone feature (F1) was most likely built as an oven foundation in the early to mid 1900s (possibly from foundation material 
re-purposed from the convict station). It was possibly a commercial bakehouse, demolished around the mid 1980s (anecdotal 
evidence supports this). 

• The access road (F25) was probably an access road from the earliest time of occupation. 
Table 2: Questions and answers to Archaeological Research Design questions. KMCS refers to Kings Meadows Convict Station and ELWS refers to Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme in this 
table. Source: Southern Archaeology AMS (2018). 
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1.8 Kings Meadows Convict Station story 

1.8.1 Introduction 

 
The following provides a brief overview of the Kings Meadows Convict Station and the individual 
convicts identified as being at the Kings Meadows Convict Station in the 1830s. This information has 
been compiled by Southern Archaeology from research by them and various other sources including 
John Dent, Heritage Tasmania and the Port Arthur Historic Site Management Authority (PASMA) 
convict research team. For more information see Section 7. 
 
1.8.2 The Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS) 

 
The Kings Meadows Convict Station in a nutshell: 
 

• Part of a system of convict stations built in the 1830s to meet infrastructure needs in the 
north of Van Diemen’s Land.  

• Operated between around 1836 and 1838.  
• The 1830s was a period of high population growth in Van Diemen’s Land and demand for 

infrastructure was high. There were also many convicts arriving in the colony at this time 
and the need to house them and keep them ‘busy’ was high. 

•  At least six other convict stations have been identified as in operation around the same time 
as the Kings Meadows Convict Station in the region. As many as 21 more operated across 
the north of the state. 

• These other convict stations (identified in a preliminary survey by Southern Archaeology and 
John Dent in early 2019) include the Snake Banks and Cleveland Convict Stations near 
Cleveland, the Perth Convict Station at Perth, the Kerry Lodge Convict Station at Jinglers 
Creek near Youngtown, Nottmans Convict Station at Relbia and the Morven (or Springvale) 
Convict Station near the Launceston Airport (for further information see Section 7.8).  

• The Kings Meadows Convict Station was built primarily to assist construction of the Evandale 
to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS) - an ambitious project to provide fresh water from the 
South Esk River at Evandale, to Launceston (see Section 7.3).  

• The Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme was never finished due to disputes between the 
people of Launceston and the government over taxation of the scheme.  

• The Kings Meadows Convict Station itself was abandoned late in 1837 after the ELWS was 
abandoned and because of complaints to the colonial government by the lessee of the land, 
Anthony Best. This was regarding rights to timber on the land and due to damages caused by 
the convict occupation. Best was eventually awarded damages for his loss of income (see 
Section 7). 

• The Kings Meadows Convict Station was a rectangular structure about 40 metres by 40 
metres with an internal courtyard. There was a separate Commandant’s Cottage. 

 
1.8.3 The Launceston Chain Gang and the Kings Meadows Convict Station 
 
The Launceston Chain Gang was housed at the Kings Meadows Convict Station during the convict 
occupation period. Chain Gangs were devised for convicts who had committed offences after 
arriving in Van Diemen’s Land or for convicts who were known to be particularly ‘bad’ or disruptive. 
These convicts were given less desirable work often under very harsh conditions. Tasks such as 
breaking rock for roads, building government infrastructure and digging drainage ditches would have 
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been some of the tasks assigned to the chain gang at the Kings Meadows Convict Station. 
Punishment such as lashing, reduction in rations, solitary confinement and extra work were the main 
forms of discipline to meet work quotas. Re-offence while in a chain gang often resulted in being 
sent to Port Arthur or Norfolk Island. These were establishments specifically designed for problem 
convicts and the discipline was particularly harsh. 
 
1.8.4 The convicts at the Kings Meadows Convict Station 

 
There have been five individual convicts identified as being at the Kings Meadows Convict Station 
during the convict period. These are: 
 

• William Campbell arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the David Lyon on the 18th of 
August 1830. Campbell was sentenced to 14 years (see his story below). 

• William Davies (ship and arrival unknown). Davies is known from a newspaper article in 
December 1837 where he was charged with absconding with William Campbell above. 

• William Trenwith (died 1883) arriving in the colony on the ship the Earl St Vincent on 13th 
August 1826. Trenwith was a bootmaker sentenced to life for breaking and entering and 
stealing. Trenwith married had at least two children and went to Melbourne in about 1869. 
He was on a committee to establish a working men’s club there and was president of the 
Victorian Operative Bootmakers Union. 

• Edward Lindus arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the Prince Regent on 10th January 
1830. Lindus was sentenced to life.  

• William (also known as James) Hitchman arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the Sarah 
on 29th March 1837. Hitchman was a labourer sentenced to 7 years for stealing. His arrival 
date indicates he was probably sent immediately to the Kings Meadows Convict Station and 
only there a short time before it was abandoned. 

 
Further research may reveal more convicts associated with the Kings Meadows Convict Station. The 
transcripts for all of these convicts apart from William Davies (who has not been positively identified 
as yet) are being investigated by Southern Archaeology. 
 
1.8.5 William Campbell ‘generally a useless character’ (PASMA 2019) 

 
William Campbell was described in 1831 as being ‘generally a useless character’ and this, along with 
‘idleness and neglect of duty’, earnt him one week on the treadmill (probably in Launceston). It was 
to be the story of his life and it is clear that Campbell did not have the character for servitude.  
 
Southern Archaeology first became aware of Campbell in a newspaper article in the Cornwall 
Chronicle from the 9th December 1837 (Figure 6) and from here, with a little more research, the 
world of William Campbell opened up. 
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Figure 6: Newspaper article from the Cornwell Chronicle, 9th December 1837, detailing the escape of William Davis and 
William Campbell from the KMCS. Source: Trove 2019. 

Campbell was an ‘errand boy’ from Edinburgh and was sentenced to 14 years for stealing clothes at 
the age of 16. It was not his first offence and would not be his last. Campbell arrived in the colony of 
Van Diemen’s Land the 19th of August 1830 on the David Lyon. He is described as being 4ft 6in, of 
pale complexion, with brown hair, dark blue eyes, pockpitted and ‘very bad’ (PASMA 2019). 
 
Campbell was first sent to the Launceston Chain Gang in 1833 (he had already committed over 8 
offences) where he spent much of the next 4 years including time at the Kings Meadows Convict 
Station. In November 1837, Campbell absconded with William Davies (another convict) from the 
Kings Meadows Convict Station (see Figure 6). His sentence was extended by two years. The escape 
from the Kings Meadows Convict Station was a turning point in his life and he was sent to Port 
Arthur with ‘severe punishment on probation’.  
 
Campbell was at Port Arthur for around 10 years where his repeated offences finally got him a stint 
of 6 years on Norfolk Island. He was gainfully employed in 1849 by G. C. Clarke at Ellenthorpe Hall 
for 9 pounds for 12 months and in 1855 by William Carter at New Town in Hobart for 10 pounds for 
12 months. G. C. Clarke was a well-known pastoralist and businessman and William Carter (1796-
1878) became the first mayor of Hobart 1853 to 1854 and owned Newtown Park (built in the 1830s) 
at the time Campbell was employed (Australian Dictionary of Biography 1966).  
 
Campbell is recorded as being back under sentence and at Port Arthur by 1856. He was given a ticket 
of leave in 1858 but this was revoked in 1859 (after convict transportation had ended). It is unclear 
what happened to him after around 1860 but further investigation may reveal more about his later 
life. 
 
Campbell committed over 100 offences in the colony including idleness, disobedience of orders, 
drunkenness, gambling, absenteeism without leave, profane swearing, insolence, absconding, 
burglary and stealing, having tobacco without permission, fighting and quarrelling, wilfully lying and 
general misconduct. One of the more intriguing crimes he committed was ‘leaving his ranks and 
throwing a dog over the bridge and into the river’ and for this he received ‘seven days solitary 
confinement on bread and water’ in 1837 (PASMA 2019). This probably occurred while he was at the 
Kings Meadows Convict Station. His original sentence of 14 years became over 30 years due to his 
numerous offences. 
 
During his life Campbell was brutally treated. He received hard labour (sometimes in chains), solitary 
confinement, reduced rations, assignment to some of the most notorious prisons in Tasmania and 
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Norfolk Island, extensions of sentences and assignment to road gangs. On numerous 
occasions he was lashed or striped for such offences as gambling, gross misconduct and neglect of 
duty. Campbell’s life was one of brutality and continued servitude under the colonial government. 
His supposed ‘idle’ hands have probably been part of many of the roads, bridges and other 
structures around Tasmania. He is an example of the harder and more brutal aspects of a convicts 
lot. 
  
1.9 Recommendations  

Recommendations made in this report are primarily focused on informing the City of Launceston, 
Heritage Tasmania and the Tasmanian Heritage Council of the archaeological (and social significance 
of the site), considering the nomination of the Kings Meadows Convict Station on the Tasmanian 
Heritage Register. The analysis of the findings and the cataloguing and analysis of artefacts have now 
been completed. Recommendations are made by Southern Archaeology taking into account the 
following: 
 

• Extensive archaeological excavation has been completed at the Kings Meadows Convict 
Station site and the location and extent of the main station complex and associated 
Commandant’s Cottage recorded and documented in this report.  

• Associated artefacts were located, collected and recorded in relation to the context of their 
discovery and have been catalogued and analysed as detailed in the Artefact Analysis Report 
(AAR) (Appendix 1) and the Artefact Catalogue (AC) (Appendix 2). 

• The site has been rated as being of low (to medium*) archaeological potential, with 
excavation reducing the likelihood of the existence of further archaeological remains. (see 
Criteria (c) HCH Act 1995). 

• The site has been rated as low (to medium*) significance. 
• The possibility of medium* potential and significance refers to unanticipated discoveries and 

the barrel drain that was unable to be excavated in T8 due to health and safety concerns. 
This represents a some further archaeological potential at the site. 

• The artefact collection is rated as having very high significance, as the primary surviving 
record of occupation of this site. 

• The site is highly disturbed from demolition, farming and development activities, which have 
impacted remains and influenced significance ratings. 

• The remains of the Kings Meadows Convict Station are largely ephemeral and fragmentary. 
• The site was occupied by convicts for less than two years. 
• The site has revealed further important historic features outside the known Kings Meadows 

Convict Station footprint. 
 
Recommendations have been divided into two (2) categories as follows: 
 

1. Archaeological recommendations regarding the archaeological aspects of the Kings 
Meadows Convict Station site.  

2. Management recommendations relating to Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) listing and 
future management of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site and the Kings Meadows 
Convict Station artefact collection. 

 
Some considerations and further learnings have also been highlighted. 
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Archaeological recommendations: 
 

• No further archaeological work is required at the Kings Meadows Convict Station site at this 
time in relation to the location of the Kings Meadows Convict Station main complex and 
Commandant’s Cottage as described in Babington’s 1838 plan.  

• Archaeological monitoring is recommended, during subdivision works, to record the extent 
of the barrel drain (F37) and associated brick feature (F57), an area inaccessible during 
excavation due to the presence of contaminated water.  

• Archaeological monitoring and recording is recommended in the event that further 
unanticipated discoveries are made during future building or excavation works (see note 
below).   

• The Kings Meadows Convict Station artefact collection should be permanently stored in a 
secure location considering access for future research and public display. 

 
Note: Unanticipated discoveries considers the finding of further archaeological remains beyond 
those identified in the 1838 plan, and may include, but not be limited to - Significant artefact 
discoveries, brick making areas, access roads, sawpits, blacksmithing areas, huts, walls, cesspits, 
sub-surface drains or earlier outbuildings. If unanticipated discoveries are made during sub-
division work or any sub-surface work the landowner or developer should inform the CoL of any 
archaeological features or material uncovered. The CoL should engage a suitably qualified 
archaeologist to record and investigate the features or material. 

 
Management recommendations:  
 

• Any decisions regarding the listing of the site on the THR should consider the landowner and 
the archaeological potential (low to medium*) significance (low to medium*) ratings under 
Criteria (c) of the HCH Act (1995) 

• The ELWS Datasheet (Pl. Id. 11063) should be updated and the Kings Meadows Convict 
Station be correctly located and described within this listing. 

• Consideration should be given to locating the subdivision open space in an area that will 
encapsulate at least a portion of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site, for example the 
area of the drainage system (T8 and T9).  

• An interpretive sign or memorial should be placed within the designated open space. A 
memorial might include certain resilient artefacts such as marked convict bricks. Further 
research into the ‘human’ element of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site would add to 
this interpretation. 

• A permanent display of some of the Kings Meadows Convict Station artefact collection 
should be considered at a suitable place for public appreciation and research access. 

• The felt hat should be donated to Queen Victoria Museum Art Gallery for further 
conservation, storage and/or display. 

Further learnings and considerations arising from this project: 
 

• There is currently no process for dealing with heritage sites after Development 
Applications have been approved. Addressing this is strongly recommended in light of this 
project. 

• Responsibility for funding archaeological heritage work is an area of confusion. This 
highlights a need for legislative clarity at state and local level.  
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• Overlays highlighting areas of archaeological potential are required within local 
planning schemes across Tasmania. The Sullivan’s Cove Planning Scheme and the Hobart 
Interim Planning Scheme are good examples of this approach. 

• Sites not registered on the THR or undiscovered archaeological sites (historical and 
Aboriginal) are at risk of being overlooked. There is a focus on known sites, built heritage 
and those sites already listed.  

• Several major convict sites exist across the north of Tasmania but remain undiscovered 
and/or unprotected. A regional study is recommended to document the location of other 
convict sites in the north of Tasmania, with mechanisms put in place for their protection. 

• The convicts identified at the Kings Meadows Convict Station be further investigated and 
highlighted as part of the Kings Meadows Convict Station human story. 
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2 Project Introduction  
2.1 Client  

Southern Archaeology (SA) was engaged by the City of Launceston (CoL) in March 2018 to assess 
information provided by John Dent (local surveyor and amateur historian) regarding the location and 
archaeological potential of the Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS), also known as the Kings 
Meadows Road Station (KMRS), in the area of Raglan Street and Dundas Street, Kings Meadows.  The 
site is currently the subject of a subdivision development. 
 
2.2 Report Authorship 

This report has been prepared by Southern Archaeology. 
 
Report Authorship: Darren Watton and Ian Edmondson 
Artefact Analysis and Cataloguing: Darren Watton and Ian Edmondson 
Artefact Report: Darren Watton 
GIS Mapping and Aerial Photography: Darren Watton 
Surveying: PDA Surveyors 
Editing: Darren Watton and Ian Edmondson 
 
Review: 
 
Reviewing is an important part of the reporting process. The following people were given the 
opportunity to review and comment on this report in draft form: 
 
John Dent, Richard Jamieson (CoL), Fiona Ranson (CoL), Heritage Tasmania and Darren Goodyer 
(Landowner). 
 
2.3 LHS Volunteers 

This excavation was assisted and supported by Launceston Historical Society (LHS) volunteers: 
 
John Dent, Peta Newman, Sue Bell, Kelli Schultz, Rosie Shannon, Angie Prosser-Green, Gus Prosser-
Green, Mags Howard, Liam Watton and Ruth Heatley. 
 
2.4 Project Details and Timeline 

On the strength of historical research and survey information provided by John Dent, which included 
two original plans prepared in 1838 by surveyor, Babington, a project brief was prepared for CoL 
recommending site survey and test excavations for a site at Raglan Street, Kings Meadows. In total, 
three archaeological excavations were undertaken between May 2018 and March 2019, as detailed 
below: 
 

1. May 2018. The KMCS1 archaeological test excavation was completed at Raglan St., Kings 
Meadows in accordance with a SHAP and AMS prepared by Southern Archaeology. No 
features or material relating to the KMCS were located during this test excavation on the 
Raglan St. property. 

2. May 2018. A review of research and 1946 aerial photography, and analysis of Google Earth 
imagery by Southern Archaeology showed a well structure, another foundation and the 
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remains of a large oak tree located at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows, to the 
immediate east of the Raglan St. site. Sub-surface gravel layers and artefact scatters 
emerging from a road cutting on this property indicated the KMCS site may be located at the 
Dundas St. property.  

3. April to October 2018. Negotiations were undertaken between the CoL, the landowner and 
Southern Archaeology to excavate at the Dundas St. site. A SHAP and AMS were prepared by 
Southern Archaeology for the site and submitted to the CoL and Heritage Tasmania (HT).  

4. October/November 2018. KMCS2 archaeological excavation (6 days) was conducted at 
Dundas St. Features and artefacts were recorded consistent with pre-1850 occupation of the 
site. Results were inconclusive, but many artefacts (including convict period marked bricks, 
Chinese hand painted porcelain, shell edge ceramic and hand wrought nails), and some 
features (i.e. the cobble surface F5, the reservoir F2 and the bluestone foundation F1) were 
found which appeared to relate to the KMCS or at least a very early structure with possible 
convict or early settlement connections.  

5. November 2018. A nomination was received to list the Dundas St. site on the Tasmanian 
Heritage Register (THR). The KMCS was already listed as part of the ELWS (Pl. Id. 11063) but 
probably incorrectly recorded as being located in Relbia (approx. 2.5 kms south east of the 
Dundas site) (Figure 7). 

6. November 2018. Confirmation of this inaccurate listing, and lack of confirmation of location 
to date necessitated further archaeological excavation to ascertain the exact orientation and 
extent of the KMCS and to inform the nomination on the THR. 

7. January 2019 A trench plan and guide to further archaeological excavation was supplied to 
the CoL and HT by Southern Archaeology. 

8. April 2019 The KMCS3 excavation (12 days) was completed at the Dundas St. site revealing 
the location and extent of the KMCS site, largely to the north east of the KMCS2 excavation. 
This discovery revealed errors in the orientation of Babington’s original 1838 survey plan, 
with the north arrow incorrectly aligned to west. 
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Figure 7: KMCS location on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR). This listing has now been shown to be further 
to the northwest at Dundas St. kings Meadows. Source: THR Datasheet (Pl. Id. 11063) 2019. 

 

2.5 Location 

The subject area (KMCS site) is located at 5 Dundas Street, Kings Meadows, near Launceston Tasmania 
and is currently known as the 5 Dundas Street Subdivision. The location of the site is shown in Figure 
8 to Figure 11. The 1946 aerial (Figure 10) shows the main features used to assist in locating the KMCS 
such as the boundary kick, the reservoir, the old access road and the bluestone foundation (see 
Section 0). Figure 11 shows the approximate location of the KMCS1, KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations. 
 
Throughout this report the site is referred to as the subject site, or the KMCS (and occasionally the 
KMRS). The term KMCS is preferred in this report as this convict station was primarily built to assist 
construction of the Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS) as well as roads and other 
infrastructure. 
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Figure 8: Location of KMCS in Tasmania. Source: GoogleEarth accessed 2019. 

Study area
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Figure 9: Aerial of KMCS study area. Source: Google Earth 2004 image. 
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Figure 10: 1946 aerial of study area showing KMCS study area and associated features. Source: LIST Tasmania 2018. 
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Figure 11: Approximate location of KMCS1, KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations. Compiled by Darren Watton using Adobe Illustrator 2019. Map courtesy of LIST 2019.
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2.6 Subdivision development 

The landowner is in the process of developing a subdivision incorporating the study area and a Development 
Application (DA) has been approved by the CoL. This development is shown in Figure 12 below. 
 

 
Figure 12: Extent of subdivision development at the study area. Source: CoL 2018.  
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2.7 Project Limitations and Constraints 

The extraordinary nature of this project imposed some major limitations and constraints.  As a 
known, but largely undiscovered historic site there were a number of variables at play, influenced by a range of 
issues including: 
 

• Finding the site 
• The size of the site. 
• The wide extent of features and artefacts. 
• Difficulties determining orientation and extent of structural elements. 
• Confusion over listing and location. 
• Public interest and media pressure. 
• Respect for landowner (developer) privacy and right to continue work. 
• Budget and time limitations. 
• An approved subdivision Development Application (DA) through CoL. 
• The public nature of the site, the excavation and the report. Emphasis has been made in this report to 

make it user friendly and readable to the wider community. 
 
With the project site under DA approval, and subject to an expectation that it would be destroyed, initial 

emphasis was on discovering location, recording the site and salvaging any artefacts that may assist in 

interpreting the site. Discretion was exercised during this project for a range of reasons: 

 

• Consideration of the landowner’s privacy and development rights. 
• To prevent delays during excavation within time and budget constraints. 
• To limit the number of spectators and treasure hunters at the site during the excavation. 
• To ensure safe work practices could be fully realised. 

 

It was considered imprudent to release information until it could be determined if the site was in fact the 

location of the KMCS. 
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3 Legislation  

3.1 Burra Charter 

3.1.1 Overview 
 
In 1964, an international conference of architects and others interested in the conservation of heritage places 
drew up a Charter (which became known as the Venice Charter and followed from an earlier document – the 
Athens Charter, 1931) to ‘provide guidance on the care of historic monuments’ (Burra Charter, 1999:6 and 
2013, Byrne et al., 2003:77; Logan, 2004:2-3). In 1977, the Australian ICOMOS (International Council on 
Monuments and Sites) met in the historic mining town of Burra in South Australia to review the applicability of 
the Venice Charter in Australia, resulting in the Australia ICOMOS Guidelines for the Conservation of Places of 

Cultural Significance or the Burra Charter (1999:6 and 2013; Byrne et al., 2003:4; Logan, 2004:3-4; Sullivan, 
2008:109). 
 

3.1.2 The concept of significance 
 

The Burra Charter is the document that underpins heritage management in Australia and all Australian 

commonwealth and state heritage acts use listing criteria based on the five values identified in the Burra Charter 

(1999:80 and 2013; Byrne et al., 2003: 87-102). The five values identified in the Burra Charter (1999:80) are 

based on the concept of cultural significance. Cultural significance is defined within the Burra Charter (1999: 11 

and 2013) as meaning ‘the aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value (the five values) for past, present 

or future generations’ and that cultural significance is ‘embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, 

associations, meanings, records, related places and related objects’. Furthermore, the charter suggests ‘places 

may have a range of values for different individuals or groups’ (Burra Charter, 1999:11 and 2013). A key concept 

in this Charter is that, when managing a heritage place, it is important to understand its cultural significance and 

to prepare a statement of significance based on the places aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual values 

(Logan, 2004:4). 

 

The assessment of scientific (research) value is of particular relevance to archaeological considerations. 

Significance in this regard is based on a site’s ability to provide new information or particular information which 

further adds to the understanding of the past. This aligns with Criteria (c) in the HCH Act 1995 for Tasmania and 

informs how significance is interpreted in this report. 

 

3.1.3 Tangible and intangible heritage 
 

Tangible heritage are those features or things that are material and visible (touchable) within the landscape. 

Tangible heritage is usually clear and definable and readily observed or discoverable. Archaeological remains are 

within the category of tangible heritage. 

 

Intangible heritage is a little more difficult to define. The Burra Charter defines intangible heritage as:  

 
The non-material aspects of culture that are valued. Expressions of intangible heritage include traditions, 

practices, performance, use, knowledge and language. Place and objects are tangible expressions (Burra 

Charter 2013). 
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Heritage and cultural significance and values encompass both intangible and tangible heritage, 

especially through consideration of social and spiritual values. Methods of assessing heritage 

must go beyond ‘purely physical traces (the sites and artefacts), to also incorporate the intangible 

traces of people’s attachments to place’ (Burke and Smith, 2004:245). Archaeologically it is important to 

consider how a site contributes to the social and spiritual values of a community. For example, this excavation 

at Kings Meadows near Launceston highlighted the importance of this convict site to community values over 

and above its ability to add to what we know about convictism in the north of the State. These social values 

are not detailed in this report but should be considered when assessing the site for nomination. 

 

3.2 The Historical Cultural Heritage Act (1995) – Tasmania 

The HCH Act 1995 promotes the identification, assessment, protection and conservation of places having 

historic cultural heritage and the HCH Act 1995 defines historic cultural heritage significance as meaning ‘of a 

place, [and] its significance in terms of registration criteria’ (Tasmanian Heritage Council 2014). The HCH Act 

1995 requires that the Tasmanian Heritage Council (THC) must give approval (permit) before a project can 

proceed when a site is registered on the THR. A permit can either be ‘in the form of a Certificate of Exemption 

(if the works do not impact on significance) or discretionary’ (THC 2014) if the works will have impact on the 

significant heritage. The Practice Note No. 2: Managing Historical Archaeological Significance in the Works 

Process (See: Section 3.2.1) specifically outlines guidelines for archaeological work. A Statement of Historical 

Archaeological Potential (SHAP) and Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) report will usually establish the 

possible extent of heritage at the subject site to advise whether or not further archaeological monitoring or 

excavation is required in this area prior to development (i.e. whether a Certificate of Exemption or a 

Discretionary Permit is required). The following text box summaries the key aspects of the HCH Act 1995 

(Figure 13: Summary of the HCH Act 1995): 
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 Figure 13:  
Summary of 
the HCH Act 
1995                                                            

3.2.1 Practice Note 2 – Managing Archaeological Significance in the Works Process 
 

The Tasmanian Heritage Council (THC 2014) has prepared the Practice Note No. 2: Managing Historical 

Archaeological Significance in the Works Process which sets out the guidelines for archaeological works. The 

Practice Note No. 2 ‘provides advice on managing significant historic archaeological sites and features’ and 

‘advocates the application of professional standards with the aim of securing information resident in 

archaeological contexts either through meaningful protection in situ or through a logical well-founded process 

of inquiry and specialised investigation’ (THC 2014). This document also recognizes the ‘public benefit from 

archaeological investigations’ and ‘the high level of public interest in archaeology and the contributions which 

new found information can make to the cultural amenity of the Tasmanian community’ (THC 2014). The 

Historic Cultural Heritage Act, 1995 ([HCH Act] Tasmania) 

 

State and local Acts are based on Burra Charter principles. The HCH Act in Tasmania is a typical example 

(Bynre et al., 2003:93-94).  

 

Assessing cultural significance is the key to management and inclusion on the Tasmanian Heritage 

Register (THR). Alternatively, a place can be listed on a local planning scheme e.g.  The Hobart Interim 

Planning Scheme 2015 or the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme (1997). To be registered on the THR, sites 

must be of state significance (that is significant to the whole of Tasmania) and assessment of this is 

based on meeting one or more of eight criteria (Tasmanian Heritage Council: 2016). Determining 

archaeological significance is also based on these criteria. The Criteria are as follows: 

 

• Criteria (a): The place is important to the course or pattern of Tasmania’s history. 
• Criteria (b): The place possesses uncommon or rare aspects of Tasmania’s history. 
• Criteria (c): The place has potential to yield information that will contribute to an 

understanding of Tasmania’s history. 
• Criteria (d): The place is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of 

place in Tasmania’s history. 
• Criteria (e): The place is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical 

achievement. 
• Criteria (f): It has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group for 

social meaning for social or spiritual reasons. 
• Criteria (g): the place has a special association with the life or works of a person, or group of 

persons, of importance in Tasmania’s history. 
• Criteria (h): the place is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristics. 

 
The general process of assessing a place is 1) Identify the historic heritage place 2) Investigate the place 

3) assess and determine the level and nature of significance of the place 4) Enter on the THR or a 

heritage schedule of a local planning scheme to manage the significance of the place. The level of 

significance (threshold) is generally determined by geographical reach and the criteria identified as 

having significance.  

 

Archaeological significance (See Practice Note No. 2: Managing Historical Archaeological Significance 
in the Works Process – Tasmanian Heritage Council [THC] 2014)  

 

‘‘Most commonly, archaeological heritage is valued for its research potential’.’ (criterion c) but 

‘‘archaeological heritage may also have historic value (criterion a), community value (criterion f)’’, rarity 

thresholds (criterion b), the representative threshold (criterion d) and associative value (criterion g) 

(THC 2014). These criteria provide the basis for significance for a SHAP report. 
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Practice Note No. 2 document is designed to complement the Works Guidelines for Historic 

Places 2015 document (THC 2015). The following Process Chart outlines the process for approval 

of developments under the HCH Act 1995 (Figure 14). 

 

 
Figure 14: Process chart for developments under the HCH Act 1995. 

 

3.2.2 Significant places not registered on the THR 
 

Currently, the HCH Act (1995) does not recognise significant places that are not listed on the THR. This is 

problematic, especially in regard to archaeological places which may be undiscovered or may not be as visible 

or as efficiently or accurately recorded as built heritage. Tasmania contains many significant archaeological 
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sites that are not THR listed and this has been highlighted recently by the excavation of the KMCS 

(Southern Archaeology 2018/2019). The KMCS contained significant archaeology associated with 

the 1830s convict period at a site that had already been approved for subdivision (Southern 

Archaeology 2018/2019). The KMCS had been recorded within the ELWS listing (Pl Id 11063), at a different 

location (in Relbia) (See Section 7). Results of an initial excavation caused community and media concern 

resulting in a nomination for listing on the THR and significant delays for the developer (Southern Archaeology 

2018/2019).  

 

The THC has recently indicated the need to review approaches in regard to non-registered heritage sites. The 

THC:  

 
Agrees to review the current policy stance on entrance of places on the Tasmanian Heritage Register once application 

under the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 has been initiated.  

(THC meeting minutes December 2018) 

 

The City of Launceston (CoL) has also indicated a need to look at local policy (Planning Schemes) in regard to 

archaeological and heritage places. This is currently under review. 

 

This highlights the consideration that should be given to potential heritage places within Tasmania at local, 

council and state level. Generating Heritage Management Plans for such places, created under strong 

legislative guidelines, is important for heritage protection. 

 

The following procedural considerations, described in this report as ‘further learnings’  below have been 

identified by Southern Archaeology in addition to the archaeological and management recommendations 

included in the Executive Summary (Section 1.9): 

 

• There is currently no process for dealing with heritage sites after Development Applications have 

been approved. Addressing this is strongly recommended in light of this project. 
• Responsibility for funding archaeological heritage work is an area of confusion. This highlights a need 

for legislative clarity at state and local level.  
• Overlays highlighting areas of archaeological potential are required within local planning schemes 

across Tasmania. The Sullivan’s Cove Planning Scheme and the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme are 
good examples of this approach. 

• Sites not registered on the THR or undiscovered archaeological sites (historical and Aboriginal) are at 
risk of being overlooked. There is a focus on known sites, built heritage and those sites already listed.  

• Several major convict sites exist across the north of Tasmania but remain undiscovered and/or 
unprotected. A regional study is recommended to document the location of other convict sites in the 
north of Tasmania, with mechanisms put in place for their protection. 

 

3.3 The Coroners Act 1995 

The Coroners Act 1995 requires that: 

 

1) A person who has reasonable grounds to believe that a reportable death, other than a reportable death 
referred to in subsection (4), has not been reported must report it as soon as possible to a coroner or a 
police officer. 

 

This includes Aboriginal remains and in this case the Coroner has the following obligations: 
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1) The Attorney General may approve an Aboriginal organisation for the purposes of this 
section.  

2) If, at any stage after a death is reported under section 19 (1), a coroner suspects that any human remains 
relating to that death may be Aboriginal remains, the coroner must refer the matter to an Aboriginal 
organisation approved by the Attorney General.  

3) If a coroner refers a matter to an Aboriginal organisation approved by the Attorney General –  

a) The coroner must not carry out any investigations or perform any duties or functions under this 
Act in respect of the remains; and  
b) The Aboriginal organisation must, as soon as practicable after the matter is referred to it, 
investigate the remains and prepare a report for the coroner.  

4) If the Aboriginal organisation in its report to the coroner advises that the remains are Aboriginal remains, 
the jurisdiction of the coroner under this Act in respect of the remains ceases and this Act does not apply 
to the remains.  

5) If the Aboriginal organisation in its report to the coroner advises that the remains are not Aboriginal 
remains, the coroner may resume the investigation in respect of the remains.  

 

Human burials or remains were not expected and were not found during the subject area excavations. 

 

3.4 National and State Legislation and Registers  

3.4.1 Introduction 
 

In 1997 the Council of Australian Governments agreed that heritage listing, and protection should be the 

responsibility of the level of government best placed to deliver agreed outcomes (DEE website 2018). It was 

agreed that the Commonwealth's involvement in environmental matters should focus on matters of national 

environmental significance, including World Heritage properties and places of national significance. Each state, 

territory and local government has a similar responsibility for its own heritage. 

 

This led to the creation of two new heritage lists in 2003 – the National Heritage List and the Commonwealth 

Heritage List (DEE website 2018). Under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

(EPBC Act) the National Heritage List includes places of outstanding heritage value to the nation (both historical 

and Indigenous), and the Commonwealth Heritage List includes heritage places (both historical and Indigenous) 

owned or controlled by the Commonwealth. 

 

The protection of heritage places for which the Australian Government is responsible continues under the 

EPBC Act (DEE website 2018). The EPBC Act not only protects heritage from actions by the Commonwealth, it 

protects places in the National Heritage List, in the Commonwealth Heritage List, and on Commonwealth land. 

All proponents, not just the Commonwealth, are required to seek approval for actions that could have a 

significant impact on the heritage values of these places. 

 

3.4.2 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) 
 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the EPBC Act) is the Australian 

Government’s central piece of environmental legislation (DEE website 2018). It provides a legal framework to 

protect and manage nationally and internationally important flora, fauna, ecological communities and heritage 



 

 45 

 

places (both historical and Indigenous)— defined in the EPBC Act as matters of national 

environmental significance. 

 

3.4.3 National Heritage List 
 

The National Heritage List is Australia’s list of natural, historic and Indigenous places of outstanding 

significance to the nation (DEE website 2018).  

 

The KMCS or the ELWS are not listed on the National Register. 

 

3.4.4 Commonwealth Heritage List 
 

The Commonwealth Heritage List is a list of natural, Indigenous and historic heritage places owned or 

controlled by the Australian Government (DEE website 2018). These include places connected to defence, 

communications, customs and other government activities that also reflect Australia’s development as a 

nation. 

 

The KMCS or the ELWS are not listed on the Commonwealth Heritage List. 

 

3.4.5 World Heritage List 
 

World heritage sites that are nominated for World Heritage listing are inscribed on the list only after they have 

been carefully assessed as representing the best examples of the world's cultural and natural heritage (DEE 

website 2018). Australia currently has 19 properties on the World Heritage List. 

 

The KMCS or ELWS are not listed on the National World Heritage List. 

 

3.4.6 The Register of the National Estate – archive 
 

The Register of the National Estate was closed in 2007 and is no longer a statutory list (DEE website 2018). All 

references to the Register of the National Estate were removed from the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) on 19 February 2012. It now serves as an archive of heritage 

properties. 

 

3.4.7 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (ATSIHP Act) 
 

Generally, Australia’s state and territory governments are responsible for the protection of Australia’s 

Indigenous heritage places (DEE website 2018). All states and territories have laws that protect various types of 

Indigenous heritage. In Tasmania it is the Aboriginal Heritage Act (1975). 

 

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 (ATSIHP Act) can protect areas and 

objects that are of particular significance to Aboriginal people. The ATSIHP Act allows the Environment 

Minister, on the application of an Aboriginal person or group of persons, to make a declaration to protect an 

area, object or class of objects from a threat of injury or desecration. 
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3.4.8 Other Commonwealth Legislation 
 

Other legislation that may be relevant in certain circumstances but not likely to affect the study 

area are (AHT website 2018): 

 

• Aboriginal Land Act 1995 
• National Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002 
• Crown Lands Act 1976 
• Living Marine Resources Management Act 1995 
• Museums (Aboriginal Remains) Act 1984 

 

3.4.9 The Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975 (ARA) 
 

Aboriginal heritage sites, places or objects, whether on private or public land in Tasmania are governed and 

protected by the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975. The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water 

and Environment (DPIPWE), through Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT), administer this Act. This government 

department is responsible for enforcing the Act and providing liaison between the public, developers, 

Aboriginal groups, the Government and other parties. 

 

The AHA 1975 was reviewed and amended in August 2017. The following points were the key changes made to 

the Act (AHT website 2018): 

 

• The Act was previously named the Aboriginal Relics Act 1975; 
• References to 1876 being a ‘cut-off’ point for what is considered as Aboriginal heritage have been 

removed; 
• Increased penalties for damage to Aboriginal heritage; 
• Introduction of scaled offences, in association with the removal of the ignorance defence; 
• Removal of the 6-month time limit for prosecuting offences; 
• Establishment of a statutory Aboriginal Heritage Council of Aboriginal people to advise the Minister; and 

• Setting a statutory timeline for further review of the Act. 
 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania (AHT) requires a permit to proceed with works or activities under s14 (1) of the 

AHA (1975), if works or activities impact Aboriginal heritage sites or material. It is a requirement under the 

AHA (1975) to obtain a permit if Aboriginal heritage sites or materials (relic, for definition under the AHA 

(1975) are impacted by a development. 

 

3.4.10 The AHA (1975) requirements 
 

The Aboriginal Heritage Act (1975) is the key Tasmanian Act for the preservation of Aboriginal ‘relics’. The Act 

defines a ‘relic’ as (Section 2 (3)): 

 

(3) For the purposes of this Act, but subject to the following provisions of this section, a relic is: 

(a) Any artefact, painting, carving, engraving, arrangement of stones, midden, or other object, made or 

created by any of the original inhabitants of Australia or the descendants of any such inhabitants, which 

is of significance to the Aboriginal people of Tasmania; or 

(b) Any object, site, or place that bears signs of the activities of any such original inhabitants or their 

descendants, which is of significance to the Aboriginal people of Tasmania; or 
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(c) The remains of the body of such an original inhabitant or of a descendant of such an 

inhabitant that is not interred in– 

(i) Any land that is or has been held, set aside, reserved, or used for the purposes 

of a burial-ground or cemetery pursuant to any Act, deed, or other instrument; or 

(ii) A marked grave in any other land. 

 

Section 14 of the AHA 1975 sets out the provisions for the protection of ‘relics’: 

 

 (1) Except as otherwise provided in this Act, no person shall, otherwise than in accordance with the 

terms of a permit granted by the Minister on the recommendation of the Director – 

(a) Destroy, damage, deface, conceal, or otherwise interfere with a relic; 

(b) Make a copy or replica of a carving or engraving that is a relic by rubbing, tracing, casting, or 

other means that involve direct contact with the carving or engraving; 

(c) Remove a relic from the place where it is found or abandoned; 

(d) Sell or offer or expose for sale, exchange, or otherwise dispose of a relic or any other object 

that so nearly resembles a relic as to be likely to deceive or be capable of being mistaken for a 

relic; 

(e) Take a relic, or cause or permit a relic to be taken, out of this State; or 

(f) Cause an excavation to be made or any other work to be carried out on Crown land for the purpose of 

searching for a relic. 

 

3.4.11 AHR search results for the KMCS 
 

An Aboriginal Heritage Register (AHR) search was completed for the subject site. A copy of the initial on-line 

property search is shown in Figure 16. A more formal desktop request was also conducted by Southern 

Archaeology. No Aboriginal heritage sites were identified within the subject area but two sites were identified 

in the wider area. 

 

Table 3 shows the results of the formal desktop AHR search request completed for KMCS study area. Table 3 
and Figure 15 shows the location of registered Aboriginal heritage sites within the vicinity of the study area. 
 

AHR 

Number 

Site Types Locality Easting Northing 

AH4928 Artefact Scatter Prospect 
Vale 

510112 5407183 

AH8654 Isolated Artefact Kings 
Meadows 

512862 5408333 

Table 3: Sites identified in the area of the KMCS site. Source: AHR 2018.
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Figure 15: Location of registered sites near the KMCS study area. Source: AHT 2018.
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Figure 16: Initial search request for Aboriginal heritage sites listed on the AHR in the vicinity of Kings Meadows. Source: AHT 2018. 

There are other significant Aboriginal sites in the wider area such as the high-density artefact scatter and 

hornfels quarry on the South Esk River near Perth (around 10 kilometres away) (Southern Archaeology 2018). 

 

3.4.12 Recommendations under the AHA (1975) for the KMCS 

 
It was recommended in the SHAP and AMS (Southern Archaeology 2018) on advice from Aboriginal Heritage 
Tasmania that, in regard to possible Aboriginal heritage at the KMCS study area: 
 

• An AHAR report or Aboriginal heritage survey was NOT required at the time for the archaeological 
excavation to proceed; 

• An Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP) was to be kept on hand while controlled archaeological 
excavation works were being undertaken 

 

No sites were identified within the development footprint at the study area. The closest registered site to the 

study area is AH8654, registered as an isolated artefact. This site is within 1km of the study area. As the site is 

located near the Kings Meadows Rivulet (a place considered to have high potential of containing Aboriginal 

heritage) caution should be shown during development at the site (an Unanticipated Discovery Plan). 

4 Geological and Environmental Conditions 
4.1 Introduction 

In order to understand the location and characteristics of the study area it is necessary to provide a brief 

overview of the areas environmental and geographical setting. This includes an assessment of local 

geomorphology, geography, geology, vegetation, soil types and climatic factors.  Historic sites tend to be located 

in areas of optimum environmental and geographical conditions. For example, structures are often in elevated 

well-drained positions that afforded good views of the surrounding area and in positions that were close to fresh 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania

Depar tment of Primar y  Industries, Parks, Water and 
Environment

Aboriginal Heritage
SEARCH RECORD

This search in response to your DBYD request 

Job Number: 14249160 (Sequence Number: 71639766)

has not identified any registered Aboriginal relics or apparent risk of 

impacting Aboriginal relics.

This Search Record has been requested for Mr IAN Edmondson at 9:25PM on

20 May 2018 and delivered to ian.james.edmondson@icloud.com.

This Search Record expires on 20 November 2018.

Your personal Search Identification Number is PS0024134.

Please be aware that the absence of records on the Aboriginal Heritage Register for the nominated 

area of land does not necessarily mean that the area is devoid of Aboriginal relics. If at any time 

during works you suspect the existence of Aboriginal relics, cease works immediately and contact 

Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania for advice.

It is also recommended that you have on hand during any ground disturbance or excavation 

activities the Unanticipated Discovery Plan, to aid you in meeting requirements under the Aboriginal 

Heritage Act 1975 should Aboriginal relics be uncovered. There are requirements that apply under 

the Aboriginal Heritage Act   1975. It is an offence to destroy, damage, deface, conceal or otherwise 

interfere with relics without a permit granted by the Minister. There is an obligation to report findings 

of relics as soon as practicable.

This Search Record is confirmation that you have checked the Aboriginal Heritage Property Search 

website or the Dial Before You Dig referral service for this search area. This Search Record will 

expire in six months from the search date.

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact Aboriginal Heritage Tasmania on

1300 487 045 or at aboriginal@heritage.tas.gov.au  .
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water (other considerations such as the availability of clay for brick making also come into play). 

Analysis of the local environmental and geographical features help to contextualize the location 

and gain a deeper understanding of occupation of the area. 

 

4.2 Overview 

Tasmania has ‘a modified marine Mediterranean climate, where heat absorption and storage by the surrounding 

ocean produces abnormally mild winters and cool summers’ (Reid et al. 2005:14). On the coast, maximum 

temperatures rarely fall below 10°C but in the mountains (above 1000m) temperatures can fall below 10°C for 

greater than six months of the year (Reid et al. 2005:14).  

 

Tasmania lies near the upper margin of the zonal wind system, the ‘Roaring Forties’ and this produces a 

marked precipitation gradient from west to east (Reid et al. 2005:15). Mountains in both the east and the west 

produce a rain shadow effect for the midlands region with some areas in the west receiving over 3600mm of 

rain per year and some areas in the east receiving less than 500mm per year (Reid et al. 2005:15). Rainfall in 

the east is highly variable, while in the west it is reliable (Reid et al. 2005:18). The study area is within one of 

the driest areas in Tasmania receiving less than 750mms per year. The mean annual temperature is around 10 

to 11°. 

 

4.3 Geology 

Figure 17 shows the geology at the KMCS site. Geology in the area consists of undifferentiated paleogene – 

neogene sequences from the Cenozoic period (lower Tertiary period around 65 to 2.6 mya) and Tasmanian 

dolerite intrusions formed in the Jurassic (201.3 to 145 mya). It is on this dolerite geology that the local 

dermosol soils have formed. 

 

 
Figure 17: Geology of the KMCS site. Compiled by Darren Watton using Adobe Illustrator 2019 and image from LIST 2019. 
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4.4 Soils and clays 

The predominant soil type in the study area are dermosols (formed on weathered dolerite in this 

instance) (LIST 2019) (Figure 18). 
 
Dermosols are soils with structured B2 horizons and lacking strong texture contrast between A and B horizons 

(Isbell 2016:31). Isbell also states that these soils have some diversity within the order but they bring together 

a range of soils with some important properties in common, such as the lack of strong texture contrasts 

between A and B horizons (2016:31). 

 

Dermosols are the dominant soil order in Tasmania being around 24% of the soil types (Cotching et. al. 2009). 

They form on a variety of geology types indicating that the main soil forming process is climate rather than 

parent material (Cotching et. al. 2009). In this area they have formed over dolerite geology. 

 

Sterile clay (usually yellowish/orange) was recorded within 200 to 400mm below the current land surface. This 

is a highly plastic clay which sheds water and appears to contain numerous springs. The reservoir feature is a 

good testament to this with water found leaching into the reservoir (F2) at deeper levels through the 

surrounding clay. This is probably one reason for its siting here. Historic gravel layers over the block were 

possibly laid to assist with this drainage. Some of the sub-surface clays appear to be a gley (grey to white) type 

typically found in wet areas. These clays were obvious around the deeper levels bluestone foundation (F1), 

again found in conjunction with spring water intrusion. The extensive table, barrel and sump drains were 

necessarily built in the area to allow drainage of the area around structures due to these clays. 

 

It was probably also these local heavy clays that were used to make the marked bricks and the reservoir bricks 

found at the site. Somewhere close by a brick making area may be located within close proximity to the KMCS 

site. 

 

 
Figure 18: Distribution of Dermosols in Tasmania. Source: Cotching et. al. 2009 

* The depth to the top of the first B2 horizon (including B21
horizons) was used as ‘depth to B2’, which is the upper zone
of maximum soil development.

* Total exchangeable bases (TEB) data, calculated as the sum of
Ca, Mg, Na, and K cations, is presented as the database
displayed a more complete dataset than for cation exchange
capacity (CEC).

* B2 horizons are not present in many of the Soil Orders,
e.g. Rudosols and Organosols, and were therefore not
applicable. These orders were also generally limited in
available soil chemical data and full Australian Soil
Classification.

* Chemical data (pHwater (1 : 5), TEB, OC) are presented from
the surface horizon of soils. The surface horizon was either the
A1 horizon or the A11 horizon when the A1 horizon was
subdivided. All carbon in soil profiles was not accounted for
as the database does not contain OC data for all subsurface
horizons and selecting only surface horizons avoids
accounting for buried topsoils or eluviation of carbon and
re-deposition in subsoil horizons.

* Organic carbon (OC) data for surface horizons were obtained
by Walkley and Black analysis (Rayment and Higginson
1992).

The data (see Table 5) do not necessarily reflect representative
mean values for typical Tasmanian soil attributes, but for the
profiles recorded in the DPIW soil database. The majority of
sites were described using a ‘free survey approach’ (McDonald
et al. 1990), with many sites chosen as the best intact
representative site depending on the scale of mapping used at
time of survey. This could skew results in several instances, such
as an over-estimate of topsoil depth and OC if sites were chosen
away from disturbance from landuse. The majority of sites fall
within Tasmanian agricultural areas, over-emphasising the
State’s ‘better soils’, and excluding many of the areas not
chosen as agriculturally productive.

Results and discussion
Detailed soil maps and/or soil profile descriptions with all
necessary analytical data (9.9%; Table 1) were concentrated

(a) Chromosols (b) Dermosols (c) Ferrosols

(f )  Kurosols(e )  Kandosols(d ) Hydrosols

Fig. 2. Distribution of dominant Soil Orders in Tasmania (Chromosols, Dermosols, Ferrosols, Hydrosols, Kandosols, Kurosols).

540 Australian Journal of Soil Research W. E. Cotching et al.
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4.5 Vegetation 

Figure 19 shows the vegetation in the KMCS site area. The study area is surrounded by urban 

development and agricultural land, interspersed with native woodland and forests. These wooded areas 

include eucalypts, tea trees and acacias with a low shrub understorey. The Dundas St property is located on 

land originally cleared for agriculture and timber harvesting and now consists of predominately of pasture 

grasses. The property is surrounded by pockets of urban development, primarily housing and light industrial. 

There is a large woodland dominated by tea tree to the north of the property and in the wetter gully towards 

the Kings Meadows link road and Kings Meadows Rivulet. 

 

Historically the area was probably dominated by eucalypt forests with a shrubby understorey periodically fired 

either naturally or by Aboriginal people. Certainly, the study area was known to be heavily wooded, with the 

ownership and harvesting of timber a contentious issue between the Government developers and the lessee 

of the property, Anthony Best (see Section 7.6). The KMCS buildings and boundary fences were reported to 

have been constructed of timber sourced on the property. 

 

 
Figure 19: Vegetation at the KMCS site. Compiled by Darren Watton using Adobe Illustrator 2019 and map image from LIST 2019. 

4.6 Landform: The KMCS and the ELWS 

The KMCS is within the Midlands Valley landform.  The wider area consists of slightly undulating hills with 

diverse river valleys (such as the South Esk about 10 kms away and the Springvale Creek valley about 5 kms 

away) and river flats. The site is within 200 metres of the Kings Meadows Rivulet to the north of the property 

and this was probably a major reason for siting the station here (although it is reported that this area also 

coincided with the contour level for the ELWS) (see Section 7.3). There is a historic gully (indicated on the 1946 

and other aerial photography – see Section 7.2) running south to north from the area where the 

Commandant’s Cottage was located (probably originally feeding into the Kings Meadows Rivulet). This was 

possibly an area of drainage in historic times, or perhaps a source of water. This has since been filled over the 

years with material from the station and other infrastructure, likely as a means of levelling the site. The exact 
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path of the planned ELWS watercourse through this area is unknown, with no evidence of its 

intended path in this immediate area discovered during the excavation. 

 

4.7 Historic site usage 

The following is a broad understanding of land use at the study area: 

 

• Pre-1804 – use of the area by Aboriginal people including firing of native vegetation, hunting, foraging 
and gathering. 

• 1804 to 1820 – Europeans travel through the area exploring and hunting in the Midlands. 
• 1820s to 1835 – Europeans granted the land in the area. Some initial use and occupation may have 

occurred. 
• C. 1835 to 1838 – Convicts harvest timber on the block to build the KMCS. 
• C. 1838 to 1840 – periodic use and clearing of the land. Some farming may have occurred 
• C. 1840 to 1900 – farming of the land using basic techniques of ploughing and cultivation, stock 

husbandry - demolition of old infrastructure. 
• C. 1900 to present – more intensive farming (i.e. machinery) and clearing of land, urban development 

around area - demolition of old infrastructure, some building on property 
• Present – development of council approved subdivision road and general site levelling. 

 

4.8 Site conditions: KMCS2 and KMCS3 Excavations 

The area has been highly disturbed by land management practices (including machinery use), for different 

purposes such as timber harvesting and clearing, farming, ground levelling, road and track development and 

building, There was little surface evidence of the presence of the KMCS prior to the KMCS excavations. The 

bluestone foundation (F1) was the most obvious surface feature. The subdivision road cutting revealed some 

features such as the gravel surfaces and the wall associated with the reservoir. Some artefactual material was 

also observed. More detail is provided in Section 11). 

5 Previous Work 
5.1 Previous reports: KMCS 

Southern Archaeology has completed reports and briefs during every aspect of this excavation. Prepared 

reports and briefs include: 

 

• Brief - The Kings Meadows Convict Station, Raglan Street, Kings Meadows - an overview – April 2018. 
• Statement of Historical Archaeological Potential (SHAP), Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) and 

Pricing Schedule - The Kings Meadows Convict Station, 24 Raglan Street, Youngtown – April 2018. 
• Excavation Brief - The Kings Meadows Convict Station, 24 Raglan Street, Youngtown – May 2018. 
• Kings Meadows Convict Station SHAP and AMS – Dundas St Subdivision Development and 

Archaeological Excavation, Kings Meadows, Tasmania – October 2018. 
• Kings Meadows Convict Station (KMCS) – Dundas St Subdivision Controlled Sub-Surface Test Pitting 

Excavation Brief, Kings Meadows, Tasmania – November 2018. 
• KMCS3 Exploratory Dig: Methodology and Outcomes – first submitted January 2019 with revisions 

according to HT suggestions. 
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5.2 Previous reports: Other  

A number of excavations have been consulted in this project. Those excavations that are the 

most relevant to the KMCS excavation are: 

 

• The Theatre Royal open area archaeological excavation on the corner of Campbell and Collins Streets 
in Hobart completed 2015 to 2018 by TasArc on behalf of UTAS. This excavation recorded features and 
artefacts from the area of ‘Wapping’ on the Hobart Rivulet. Artefacts recorded included Chinese hand 
painted porcelain (pre-1840), shell edge ceramics (pre-1860), large floral ceramics (popular 1820 to 
1840), fragments of (and complete) bottles and clay pipes (various dates – some very early), hand 
wrought (pre-1850) and other nails and other metal and personal items. Features were recorded from 
the earliest occupation of the colony in 1804 to recent times. Early artefacts from pre-1860 were 
consistent with artefacts recorded at the KMCS site. Artefact analysis completed by Watton and 
Edmondson (2017). 

• The Elizabeth Street UTAS development in Hobart completed 2015 to 2016 by TasArc. Artefacts 
recorded included shell edge ceramics (pre-1860), large floral ceramics (popular 1820 to 1840), 
complete and fragments of bottles and clay pipes (various dates – some very early), hand wrought 
(pre-1850) and other nails and metal and personal items. Features were recorded indicated occupation 
from around 1820 to recent times. Early artefacts from pre-1860 were consistent with artefacts 
recorded at the KMCS site. Artefact analysis completed by Watton (2016). 

• Mac 1 excavation for VOS constructions at Sullivan’s Cove in Hobart completed by TasArc in 2017. 
Artefacts recorded included Chinese hand painted porcelain (pre-1840), early bottle glass (with 
finishes complete with corks) and hand wrought (pre-1850) nails (including copper ship sheathing nails 
within sheathing fragments). Features (such as 1830s warehouses and sea walls) were recorded from 
the earliest occupation of the colony (in particular Hunter Island) in 1804 to recent times. Early 
artefacts from pre-1860 were consistent with artefacts recorded at the KMCS site. Artefact analysis 
completed by Watton (2017) 

• The C.H Smith development in Launceston completed by Austral Archaeology in 2013. Artefacts 
recorded included Chinese hand painted porcelain (pre-1840), early ceramics, bottle glass, clay pipe 
fragments, nails and metal and personal items. Features were recorded from occupation of site from 
around the 1820s to recent times. Early artefacts from pre-1860 were consistent with artefacts 
recorded at the KMCS site. Artefact analysis completed by Austral (2013). 

• The Yorktown site archaeologically excavated by Ellis in 2006. Artefacts recorded included Chinese 
hand painted porcelain (pre-1840), shell edge ceramics (pre-1860), bottle glass and clay pipe 
fragments, hand wrought (pre-1850) nails and metal and personal items. Features and artefacts were 
recorded from the earliest occupation of the Yorktown site in 1804 to 1808 (although there has been 
use of the site since that time). Some of these early artefacts, such as the shell edge and Chinese 
ceramics were consistent with artefacts recorded at the KMCS site, and comparatively useful given the 
predominant narrow and early occupation dates for the Yorktown site. Artefact analysis completed by 
Ellis (2006). 

• The Kerry Lodge Convict Station archaeological excavation by Cassella (ongoing). The excavation and 
cataloguing of artefacts is yet to be completed but initial anecdotal evidence suggests artefacts such as 
ceramics, horseshoes, hand-wrought nails and tools similar to the KMCS site. This site dates to convict 
occupation in the 1830s. 

• Excavation of the Sydney Cove Shipwreck (1797) by Nash and Staniforth in the 1990s to 2000s. In 
particular, material excavated on the wreck and on Preservation Island recorded vast amounts of 
Chinese hand painted porcelain (pre-1840s). This material is consistent with the Chinese porcelain 
recorded at the KMCS site. 

 

Information and analysis from the Hyde Park excavation in Sydney NSW, Port Arthur in Tasmania and the Ross 

Female Factory in Tasmania were also consulted. 



 

 55 

 

6 Archaeological Assessment prior to archaeological excavation 
6.1 SHAP (Statement of Archaeological Heritage Potential 2018) 

A SHAP report (and AMS – also see Section 11) was prepared by Southern Archaeology (2018) prior to the 

KMCS2 excavation at their own volition prior to any archaeological excavation of the site. The KMCS2 SHAP 

and AMS were supplied to both the CoL and HT for review. No comment was received from HT due to the 

KMCS site not being listed on the THR. The CoL, the landowner and Southern Archaeology felt it was prudent 

(and in public interest) to proceed with the excavation given the potential significance of the site and its 

vulnerability to damage through future site development. 

 

These documents detailed the aim of the KMCS excavation and the methodology used in the KMCS2 

excavation. An AMS (Southern Archaeology 2019) was also supplied to the CoL and HT for the KMCS3 prior to 

its excavation at the request of HT. This was approved by both parties and the landowner. 

 

Please note:  
 

• That this report represents a review of the original archaeological potential, disturbance and 
significance analysis provided in the SHAP and AMS (2018) after all the archaeological excavation 
has occurred to date.  

 

6.2 KMCS2 assessment of disturbance, archaeological potential and archaeological 
significance (SHAP 2018) 

The following assessments are taken from the SHAP and AMS prepared for the KMCS site by Southern 

Archaeology in October 2018. They provide a reasonably accurate assessment of disturbance, archaeological 

potential and archaeological significance. Some brief notes have been added to contribute to the 

understanding of the site (see also Section 11 for assessment review since archaeological excavations). 

 

6.2.1 KMCS2 assessment of Disturbance 
 

There has been some disturbance at the study area. Drains and roads have been constructed, the original 
buildings demolished, and the area used as a thoroughfare for farm and other machinery over time. It is 
evident that the road constructed for the subdivision has impacted archaeological remains. It is possible that 
the well/reservoir foundations (visible in the 1947 aerial) have been significantly impacted by this road and it is 
also possible that the ‘Old Sod Hut’ foundations have been destroyed.  
 
Note: Both these points have been shown to be true in subsequent excavations. 
 
However, it appears that some foundations of buildings and associated spaces remain likely untouched by 
subdivision works, sub-surface drainage and farming activities. There are many features and artefacts exposed 
over the site and some of these remains are visible in stratified deposits in situ (visible in their original 
location).  Only archaeological examination can confirm this.  
 
Note: Archaeological confirmation has revealed that the subdivision works have significantly impacted the site 
and completely destroyed some features. 
 
Southern Archaeology assesses [in 2018] the disturbance at this site as being low to medium over most of the 

site because of observations during the site visit and information supplied by some local residents. It appears 
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that foundations where some original buildings were located have remained relatively intact and 

that sub-surface disturbance has been minimal. Overlaying topsoils have likely protected such 

remains from farming activity and other development damage. The possible exception is the area 

where the road cutting has disturbed the site, clearly dissecting archaeological remains. 

 

6.2.2 KMCS2 archaeological potential assessment 
 

In terms of archaeological potential, there are significant indications that archaeology is still present within the 
area. A test pitting program was conducted over the road from the study area to try to locate the KMCS (Watton 
and Edmondson 2018). This test-pitting was initiated by CoL and in response to information provided by John 
Dent. Whilst no evidence was found during test pitting, significant evidence was noted at the Dundas Street 
subdivision site during a final day exploration of the wider area (June 2018) in the normal manner of 
archaeological investigation, suggesting that site as the location of the KMCS. This evidence included surface 
features and typical 1800s artefacts spread over a wide area. In summary:  
 

• Exposed gravel surfaces within the profile of the road cutting at the site revealed obvious artefacts such 
as a broad arrow sandstock brick (and other loose handmade bricks), early piping fragments and 
artefactual items relating to 1800s occupation 

• A double sandstock brick wall end was exposed in the road cutting 
• There are bluestone foundations exposed at the site. These foundations potentially correspond with the 

size of the main kitchen oven/ bakehouse 
• Oral history from local residents suggests that a large bakery oven and a large cylindrical (above ground) 

reservoir existed onsite within living memory 
• The spread of artefacts and features across the site suggest the former presence of a large building(s) 

on-site 
• An area of flowering bulbs corresponds with the potential location of the Commandant’s cottage and 

gardens 
 
Due to the points above, Southern Archaeology rates the study area as having High Archaeological Potential, 
i.e. there is a strong likelihood that archaeological features persist under the surface at the site. There are no 

known records apart from the original KMCS plan suggesting a larger historic building in this area. 

 

6.2.3 KMCS2 significance assessment 
 

Southern Archaeology rates the study area as having Very High Significance due to its capacity to add new 

information about the development and establishment of Tasmania. The buildings have importance as part of 

a working station from the convict period. It appears at least one component, the bakery oven, may have been 

used until recent times.  

 

Note: It is now known that this is not the KMCS bakery oven.  
 

6.3  Aim of the KMCS excavations 

The KMCS excavations had the following main aims: 

 

• Locate and discover the extent of the KMCS in the area of the 5 Dundas St., sub-division. 
• Inform the THC in regard to the nomination of the site on the THR (especially in regard to Criteria (c) of 

the HCH Act 1995. 
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• Record and document artefacts from the site that may assist in understanding the sites 
interpretation, history, occupation and extent. 

• Provide a summary of the findings of the excavation and provide detailed maps of the 
site including the extent and the areas excavated. 

• Review the archaeological potential and significance of the site and assess the disturbance of the site. 
• Provide recommendations and considerations for the site to assist the CoL, the landowner, HT and the 

THC in decisions about the archaeological integrity and potential of the site. 
• Address the disturbance at the site as observed during the excavation and the ability of the site to 

contribute to the understanding of Tasmania’s history (criteria (c) of the HCH Act 1995). 
• Produce a professional report that will be a public document. 

 

6.4 ARD questions 

ARD (Archaeological Research Design) questions are devised to guide the archaeological excavation and to 

inform interpretation and reporting. The following ARD questions were established for this project:  

 

1. Do the archaeological features at the KMCS site provide any understanding and insight into when and 
how the site was first occupied, developed and used (particularly in relation to the convict period)? 

2. Can this site provide any insight into the development of infrastructure in northern Tasmania? For 
example, the Evandale canal (ELWS) and local road infrastructure? 

3. Can the excavation provide insight into how this site compares to other known convict sites 
(particularly probation or road station sites) in Tasmania? 

4. Can the archaeology reveal information about the role of convicts in Tasmania and more specifically 
the north of the state? For example, is there any evidence from the excavation that may show the 
presence of convicts at the site and contribute to the story of social relationships at the site or how the 
station was occupied and run? 

5. What can be learnt about specific functions of individual buildings or components?  
6. Can comparisons be made to the structure and function of other buildings in the area and how these 

buildings contributed to the overall establishment of the area? 
7. Can findings from this excavation reveal any information about economic development and the 

evolution of the European colony regionally or in Tasmania in general? 
8. Can the time when this building fell into disuse or was demolished be established from the content of 

the site? Was this during the convict period or did the building continue to be used after it was sold in 
the 1850s (and if so, how was it used)? 

 

Responses to the ARD questions can be found in Section 12.4.3 of this document (Discussion and Conclusions). 

7 Background 
7.1 Historical Plans 

Figure 20 (Plan 1) and Figure 21 (Plan 2) are the only two known historical plans for the KMCS. Both are dated 
1838 but are slightly different in composition. For example, Plan 1 is more detailed in terms of room allocation 
and composition (e.g. fireplaces are included) and plan 2 has some extra hand written notes regarding 
construction (e.g. areas constructed of timber and tree nailed). It is difficult to say how accurate these plans 
are and if the dates of 1838 are correct but these plans have proved vital in understanding the site in terms of 
layout and construction. For example, the site is highly disturbed and many features have been lost, however, 
the lack of features in certain areas (e.g. convict cells may be explained somewhat by their timber construction 
- logs laid on the ground and tree nailed). This appears to have been a common practice (See Figure 25 below). 
 
These plans were also problematic. It is now known that the north arrow on both is wrongly orientated by 
about 90°. Also, the dimensions of the hospital, bakehouse and oven (nos. 8, 9 and 10 on the 1838 plan) 
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approximately match the bluestone foundations excavated and known as F1, F20, F21 and F22. 
These possibilities had to be re-considered in order to redirect attention to other areas of the site 
and eventually understand and discover the location, extent and associations of the KMCS 
convict buildings, Commandant’s Cottage and other structures such as the reservoir and road. 
 

 
Figure 20: Babington 1838 plan of the KMCS. Source: Tasmania Library 2018. 

 
Figure 21: Alternative Babington 1838 plan of the KMCS. Source: Tasmania Library 2018. 
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7.2 Historical Aerial Imagery 

The 1946 aerial has been vital in understanding the location and extent of the KMCS. A copy of 

this aerial is shown in Figure 22 below. Figure 22 also shows a series of aerials from 1946 to 2017. 

 

This 1946 aerial shows the reservoir (F2), old access road (F25) and ‘bakery’ (bluestone foundation - F1) still in 

use. It also shows the boundary ‘kick’ which approximately matches the KMCS 1838 plan. These features led to 

the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations and a greater understanding of the site. The 1973 aerial is also significant 

as it shows that the building associated with the bluestone foundation (F1) had disappeared by this time. 

 

 
Section 1946 aerial showing old oak tree (F17), reservoir (F2), access road (F25 and F26) and bluestone 

foundation as a building (F1). The boundary kick can also be seen.  

 
Section of 1973 aerial showing access road (F25 and F26), old oak tree (F17) and boundary kick. The house to 

the east of the site has now been built and the building with the bluestone foundation (F1) has been 
demolished. The reservoir (F2) has also been filled by this time. 
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Section of 1987 aerial. The old oak tree (F17) can be seen but the access road has now disappeared. The 

boundary kick is still visible. 

 
Section of 1990 aerial showing the old oak tree (F17). The link road from the main highway to the west has 

now been started just north of the site. 
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Section of 1994 aerial showing old oak tree (F17) and the boundary kick. The link road to the north has now 

been completed. 

 
Section of 2000 aerial showing the old oak tree (F17) and the boundary kick. 
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2017 Aerial showing old oak tree (F17). The subdivision road has not been completed. 

Figure 22: Aerial imagery for the KMCS study area. Source: LIST Tasmania 2019. 

 
Filename Date flown Scale Scan 

Source 
Image 
Resolution 

Camera Calibration 
Data 

0022_378.tif 10/04/1946 1:7920 Print 1200 dpi Eagle IV Lens 132619 

0634_058.jpg 08/12/1973 1:31000 Film 2039 dpi Zeiss RMK 153mm 

1096_126.jpg 17/12/1987 1:28000 Film 2039 dpi Zeiss RMK 153mm 

1150_128.jpg 25/01/1990 1:42000 Film 2039 dpi Zeiss RMK 153mm 

1213_155.jpg 12/01/1994 1:42000 Film 2039 dpi Zeiss RMK 153mm 

1333_004.jpg 27/11/2000 1:42000 Film 2039 dpi Zeiss RMK 153mm 

Launceston_09-01-2017_Clip.tif  09/01/2019   24 bit RGB 
GeoTIFF plus 
TFW world 
file  

Aerial photo, 
orthomosaic captured 
and processed by AAM 

Table 4: Details of the aerials used in this report. Source: The LIST 2019. 

7.3 The Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS) 

The ELWS is one of the main reasons the KMCS was constructed. 

 

Figure 23 is a text box summarising the ELWS and its relationship to the KMCS. The ELWS datasheet (Pl. Id. 

11063 – overviewed below) records the KMCS at Relbia around 2 to 2.5 kilometres to the south east of this 

Dundas St. site. It is important also to note that the ELWS datasheet suggests there may be other 
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infrastructure in the region that is unknown and associated with the ELWS. Figure 24 is a map 

showing the location of the ELWS and associated infrastructure. 

For more information on the ELWS is available in: 

Simon Harris, ‘A Magnificent Failure – Governor Arthur’s Water Supply Scheme for Launceston from the 
South Esk at Evandale’, Report for the Institute of Engineers (Tasmania) and the Evandale Bicentenary 
Group, 1988  

 

 
A) The ELWS and the KMCS 

Figure 23: Text box summarising the ELWS and its relationship to the KMCS. Source: ELWS Datasheet accessed 2019. 
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Figure 24: map showing the route of the ELWS and the main infrastructure associated with it. Source: ELWS Datasheet 2019. 

7.4 Historical Research: John Dent 

A large part of what we know about the KMCS comes from the background research completed by local 

amateur historian, John Dent (Surveyor, PDA Surveyors). John’s participation, hard work and importance in this 

project cannot be underestimated. 

 

The location of the KMCS was originally thought to be in Relbia (See Figure 24 above) and John’s research 

challenged this location suggesting it was in fact located on or near the area of the 5 Dundas St. Subdivision, 

initiating the KMCS1 excavation in 2018 at 24 Raglan St. John presented the following overview of the history 

of the KMCS to CoL and HT for review prior to subdivision approval for the 24 Raglan St property around 4 

years ago:  
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Where was the Kings Meadows Road Station? 
(KMRS) by John Dent (amended 13/11/2016) 

 
What we know about its location. 

 

15/12/1835: Anthony Best leases 100acres of land for 5½ years from John French. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

 Note; There was no land-owning John French (other than a convict per Sir Charles Forbes) in 

the area at this time so it probably refers to Edward French. 

August 1836: Convict station started to be built about 4 miles from Ltn by Alexander Cheyne to house the 

convict chain gang “now stationed at that place” to work on the Evandale to Ltn Water 

Scheme (ELWS) and an outstation at 6.5 miles from Ltn is also being formed. (Cheyne Report 

29/10/1836)  

Note; the outstation was probably at “Springvale” known as the Morven Convict Station 

(under Wm Dawson) as part of the same water scheme where work started 10/3/1836 and 

was abandoned Dec 1837 (CSO 2370) 

24/10/1836: From Anthony Best (Wellington Street) to W. Dawson (Town Surveyor, Ltn.) 

 - Best timer being cut down and used by gang building the water course through the grounds. 

 - Fences are destroyed by the workmen and others. Neighbour’s cattle can trespass on my 

land. 

 - I took the lease for its timber and pasture for my cattle but can’t use it. 

 - Request claim for compensation. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

1/2/1837: Petition to Sir John Franklin from Anthony Best of Wellington Street. 

 - Leases 100 acres at Long Meadows about 5 miles from Launceston. 

 - Government party there for nearly 6 months. 

 - Cut down timber to build houses, gaols &/c and fences destroyed and grass eaten and burnt 

by fire. 

 - Has been told an Act of Council to occur soon to indemnify trespassers. 

 (CSO5/1/18/356) 

8/3/1837: From Alexander Cheyne (Roads Office) to John. Montague (Col Sec). 

 - New station on line of canal for supplying Ltn with fresh water. 

 - Land is one of the most sterile spots in the neighbourhood of Ltn. 

 - Only value is for firewood but lumber for station come from the land. 

 - Fences damaged have since been repaired. 

 - Fire was an accidental one common in the bush during the drought and cause unknown. 

 - 3 acres of Best’s land occupied by the buildings of the station. 

 - Compensation due and when Act for regulation of the Council comes in it should be paid. 

(CSO5/1/18/356) 

27/3/1837: A. Best to J. Montague. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

 - Paddock put up for auction in Ltn with entitlement to all Timber over 6” so payed more for it.  

Wants to keep mares there to mate with his stallions but fences have been pulled down and 

still not repaired incurring a loss of £100.  

13/5/1837: A Best to Montague. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

 Wants an answer as close to the time when mares need to come to his stallion, and while 

occupied by the station it will never serve my purpose.  
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23/5/1837: From A Best to Lt Gov Franklin. 

 15 December 1835 the land was leased for 5½ years. 100ac at KM including all timber > 6” to 

open a timber yard. For 12 months my land has been infested by gangs of men under 

superintendent Surveyor Dawson. 

 Cutting down timber and erecting buildings including a Barracks, Gaol, Super’s House, Bake 

houses and offices. Alex Cheyne says loss not worth what I have claimed but I cannot use the 

land. It is not trifling to me. Best made an offer to exchange the land for half as much 

elsewhere and an allotment previously used as a brick field now vacant and wasteland. Wants 

an answer. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

23/5/1837: Alex Cheyne to Col Sec. - Intended to form a Mill Site where the station is so Government 

should purchase a few acres. Station therefore erected in a more permanent manner. Station 

is fenced and a road built to it with “shifting bars” where it crosses fences – gates to come 

later. Best’s fences repaired and now more secure. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

24/5/1837: John Grove? of the Principal Supt Office wrote to Col Sec to say ready to move Ltn chain gang 

to KsMs and then to move assigned men into Launceston.  Will write to Lt Franks to arrange a 

military guard. (CSO5/1/45/997) 

12/6/1837: William Dawson to Alexander Cheyne. 

 Timber for the buildings about ¾ procured from adjoining paddock owned by Mr. Wright. Only 

1 pair of sawyers on Best’s land. The station is surrounded by a good fence. Some other 

neighbours had a rite of passage through Best’s land so there were and still are shifting bars in 

fences on 2 sides. 

 Compensation grounds are; 

 1. Government occupied 3 acres from Aug 1836. 

 2. Timber made into 30,000 feet of sawn material. 

 3. When first occ a tree fell over a fence.  For a short-time insecure.  Not a farm but a wooded, 

rocky paddock thickly wooded unfit for cattle.  Land orig. granted to John French deceased. 

Now trustees Sprunt, Gleadow & Waddell for benefit of Mrs French and children. Rental by 

Best is £33 p.a. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

28/6/1837: Cheyne to Montague.  

 Reporting expenses already incurred in Launceston Water Works, up to 24th July, 20,322 days 

for one man plus actual cost of tools, salaries, stores, forage has been £617.8.0. The expense 

to complete the works is uncertain but estimated at 300 men for 2 years plus tools, salaries, 

pipes (already ordered from England0 stores, lime etc to completion is £5,933 including the 

canal and laying pipes in the streets. No allowance has been made for income from the sale of 

water power (CSO5/45/1019). 

29/10/1837: New convict station at a mill site about 4 miles from Launceston. Had 37 men and 5 overseers 

and a chain gang of 71 men and one overseer.  

29/11/1837: Governor Franklin decreed KMRS to go. 

13/12/1837: A Best to A Cheyne (Dir Gen of Rds & Bridges)  

Best wanted to fell timber and make a profit and pasture mares sent to his stallion. Nearby all 

the timber was cut down to build the station and used the wood for fires; value 30/- per week. 

Happy to go to arbitration or will take legal action. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

9/12/1837: (CC) Two convicts William Davis and William Campbell broke out from HM Gaol absconding 

from the KM road station. 
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19/2/1838: A Best to Col Sec. 

 He had applied several times for losses due to the erection of the Chain Gang 

Station at KM. Now the Act of Council is not happening due to the water line being abandoned 

my claims are; 

 1. Government should rent my land. 

 2. Timber has been used to build the station. 

 3. Firewood from the land has been used. 

 4. Fences have been broken. 

 5. Land occupied by Government. 

6. Use of the road to the High Road. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

21/2/1838: A Cheyne to J Montague – How should I proceed? I am still in possession of the KM Station – it 

could be used as Hospital. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

Lt Gov Note: JM – Don’t think it can be used for other purpose.  Mr Nottman’s opinion 

requested to see if we could use Ks Ms to be similar to Jerusalem. JM – Invalid depot at 

Jerusalem is only new and do not need a second one at present. (CSO5/1/18/356)  

8/5/1838: AC to JM Best leases 100ac – 3 miles from Ltn. Pays £33 pa rent. Road Station 3 ac. Lt Gov 

wants a plan of the station. Summary of correspondence 24/10/36 to 26/2/1838. Total of 30 

letters and memos. (CSO5/1/18/356) 

23/6/ 1838: KMRS survey plan prepared by Babington. A. Best is written on the plan. Cheyne sent plan to 

Colonial Secretary Montague with a report of costs to build KMRS. Site clearing processing 

timber, building structures, fences, drains and cesspools £310. Material £81. Forage for 

bullocks and horses £27. Total cost of labour and materials was £419 exclusive of overseer 

stationed at Morven Station and won’t add in Dawson’s salary. Expense was considerably 

increased as it was intended as accommodation for the Ltn chain gang. They used a greater 

strength of timber and more nails. The notes on the plan show the superintendent’s cottage to 

be feather-boarded outside with a shingle roof and lathe and plaster inside. The six chain gang 

wards were squared logs, trenailed together. (CSO 2370 and CSO 5/45/1019). 

3/7/38: A Cheyne to Wm Dawson. 

 Leave the station immediately or legal action will start. (CSO5/1/18/356)  

20/12/38: Settlement offer to be made of £33 plus costs; £8 in each case. 

19/1/1839: CC. Anthony Best won the court case against Cheyne. Best was lessee of 2ac of sterile bush 

about 5 miles from Launceston and half mile from the main road. It housed 120 to 150 

convicts for 18 months. Trustees owned the land (so owner must have been dead). 

13/2/1839: Best to Cheyne and Dawson. Best demanded them to deliver up to him “the quiet and 

peaceable possession of my farm at the Kings Meadows”, along with buildings, offices, sheds 

and other works erected thereon. If you refuse, I insist on £20/week. (CSO 2370). 

23/2/1839: Public Works Office to Colonial Secretary. 

 Forwarding a notice served on Dawson by Best. Government need to determine the course to 

be pursued. The site contains about 2 acres of sterile bush about 5 miles from Ltn and ½ mile 

off the main road. Value only £30 as Best is only lessee (CSO 2370). 

4/3/39: Government was still in possession of the Station. In the latter part of 1838 Best brought legal 

action and the trial verdict was £70 plus costs for a total of £141.5.6. (CSO 5/1/18/356) 

 

4/3/1839: From Attorney General to Solicitor General. 



 

 68 

 

 Three years ago Cheyne took possession of land and built buildings by 

Government to construct a watercourse to supply water to Ltn. Land in 

possession of the Crown since then. The land in valuable to the present tenant 

(Best) for wood he has been deprived of. The buildings are valuable to the proprietors not the 

tenant. Government should give up the site. (CSO 2370). 

30/4/1839: Money paid to Alex Cheyne by Colonial Treasury and receipt given on 26/4/1839 for £141.5.6. 

 

Discussion: 

 

Distance from Launceston: Three distances 3, 4 miles and 5 miles from Launceston. 

Plan P43 shows 4 miles is where the main road crosses Mrs Paterson’s western boundary  

(ie near the gate to Glenara Lakes). This distance appears to be measured from the town boundary. It was 

about a mile from the centre of town to the town boundary, possibly explaining two of the distances. In 1845 it 

was 4.5 miles from the town boundary to the Kerry Lodge Bridge (25/10/1845 - CC) 

 

Near or at a Mill Site: 

The report of the mill sites shows the nearest mill site is at what is now under the Kings Meadows Connector 

Road just south of Connector Park.  The next site to the south was at a small gully on Moore’s grant then the 

next one after was at Jingler’s Creek. The mill site on Kings Meadows Rivulet is the most likely location 

although it could possibly have been on Moore’s grant. However, there is no record of any government 

buildings on Moore’s grant. The KMRS was “near” or “at” this mill site. 

 

Mr A. Best. 

Mr A. Best is written on the 1838 site plan and Anthony Best wanted compensation for land he leased at Long 

Meadows. It was “sterile bush” and was ½ mile from the main road.  It didn’t indicate which side of the road it 

was located. In the LA 28/1/1836 Anthony Best placed an advertisement to caution people from trespassing on 

land he rented from the executors of the late Edward French, near Launceston. He may have rented other land 

from other people but we don’t know if he did or not.  

 

Anthony Best also owned land in Wellington Street and sold land in Hampden Vale, Montgomery Street on 

16/9/1837 (CC).  On 30/4/1836 he sailed for Sydney but had returned by 13/7/1837 (CA) when he impounded 

a red bullock at Long Meadows. A Best was therefore not in Launceston when the KMRS was commenced. On 

19/1/1839 (CC) he had sued Cheyne for occupying the land he leased by building huts for a road gang. On 

28/3/1839 (CA) he and his wife went to South Australia. In 1842 he was still in S.A. and on 12/4/1845 (Ex) he 

returned from Adelaide. He went back to S.A. and on 3/4/1850 (Ex) it was reported he had died in Adelaide 

when thrown off his horse. 

 

Edward French. 

Edward arrived in Port Dalrymple as a convict on “Kangaroo” on 23/8/1816.  In 1817 he was a sawyer in 

Launceston. He was granted 320 acres in Long Meadows to the west of the main road and 100 acres on the 

western side of the main road. In 1824 he married Alice Linnell. He died in 1834 aged 48.   

 

Edward French also acquired the next door 30ac grants of Thomas Prosser and George Hodges to the north 

east of his grant where Merino St is today. The Hodges one was owned by French from at least 15/6/1827 (CT) 

when he cautioned anyone from buying the grant as he had long since bought it. On 5/7/1830 (LA) he 

cautioned people from trespassing on his 100ac on the east side of Hobart Town Road as people were taking 
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wood from it. They are on the north side of where the mill site would have been but their rear 

boundaries are only 700 metres from Hobart Road so they could not provide a site half a mile 

(800 metres) from the road.  

 

On 19/11/1835 (LA) the executors of the late Edward French offered for a 5 year lease a paddock of 100 acres 

two miles from Town fronting the main road to Perth on which there was a well.  By 1840 the 100 acres east of 

the road had been sold to Thomas Landale by the Trustees of E French. Could this 100-acres on the east of the 

road have been the 100 acres leased by Anthony Best? The back boundary of the eastern 100 acres is only 

500m from the road and ½ mile is 800m and this parcel is ½ mile from the mill site at its closest point so is 

probably not “at” or “close to” the mill site. The channel for the ELWS would not pass through this land. This is 

probably not the location of KMRS.  

 

This leaves the 320-acre grant to Edward French to the west of the main road. The 100 acres leased to A. Best 

could have been on part of this land and part of it may have been next to the “mill site” on Kings Meadows 

Rivulet which is just under ½ mile from the main road so it could meet the known locational parameters. 

Further confirmation is that Best had no objection to the water passing through his land but wanted 

compensation for the road station (CSO 5/45/1019 p1891).  This land would have the water channel passing 

through it. 

 

On 24/10/1839 (LA) a farm within 3 miles of Launceston was to be let at Kings Meadows containing 100 acres 

and a capital house and a most extensive range of buildings, in excellent order, lately occupied by A. Best and 

fronting the Launceston Road.  

Note; Best left for SA in March 1839 so the trustees could re-let the land as it was now vacant. 

 

On 30/9/1854 (CC) six farm sections were for sale from 50 to 60 acres each within 2 miles of Launceston, 

beyond Carr Villa on the opposite side of the road (ie western side). One farm has a weather boarded cottage 

and extensive outbuildings formerly used as a government road station.  This was most likely the KMRS. “The 

above property having been devised by will to the sons of the late Mr French, the entire estate must be sold in 

order for a legal appropriation of the respective shares”.  Plans of the estate may be seen at auctioneer H. 

Howe’s premises after 1st October. No plan has yet been found.  

 

Is there any other possible site? 

  

R H Marr’s Grant; 

On the northern side of Kings Meadows Connector was a 600 acre grant to Robert Hay Marr.  It would be near 

the same mill site and slightly closer to Town.  Marr arrived on 10/9/1824 on the “Portland” from Leith.  He 

married Margaret Marshall in 1825 and had 4 children. He went with Fawkner on “Enterprise” 23/7/1835 to 

found Melbourne. Marr was granted 500 acres (Corn P3) fronting Hobart Road and north of and adjoining the 

grant to Edward French. It was an L shaped grant and two 50-acre grants were between part of his grant and 

the road on the southern side. William Bingham and John McKnight soon sold these grants to Marr giving him 

600 acres.  

 

On 9/11/1829 (LA) Marr advertised a caution to trespassers on his land beyond Mr Waddle’s “Sandhill” at Long 

Meadows. On 28/1/1834 Marr’s 600 acres was offered for sale (The Colonist) in 12 lots. It must not have sold 

as it was advertised again on 3/10/1833 and 8/2/1834 (LA). It was sold by 13/2/1834 for 1925 pounds. It was 

purchased by Philip Oakden and on 12/5/1834 (LA) he advertised 600 acres to be let known as “The Kings 
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Meadows” of four paddocks, 50 acres in cultivation and a dwelling house, office and garden. 

Oakden had arrived on the “Forth” from London on 14/11/1833 (LA). On 21/6/1838 (LA) PO 

cautioned trespassers to stay off his farm at KM occupied by EP Atkinson. The 600 acres was 

advertised to be let again on 2/4/1842 (Ex). By 24/9/1842 another caution was issued to PO’s land at KM 

occupied by William Mackrill and John Stubbs. (Stubbs was J Dent’s paternal gg grandfather) On 23/3/1850 

(CC) 600 acres was offered for rent with a house, barn and stable at King’s Meadows Farm lately occupied by 

Mackerill.  

 

On 1/8/1854 (Ex) King’s Meadows Farm was offered for sale by the owner WA Gardner in 19 lots from 6.5 

acres to 63 acres in size. The purchasers and prices were listed on 10/8/1854 (Ex). Lot 1 of 59 acres had a 

cottage, barn and outbuildings on it. Lot 13 adjoining Edward French’s land had no building on it. There was no 

mention of any government buildings on Marr or Oakden’s land and it does not appear that A Best rented any 

land from them during the time the KMRS was being built. The KMRS does not appear to have been on Marr’s 

600-acre grant. 

 

 

Were there other road stations in the area? 

Yes there were.  

 

Notman’s Road Party Station (NRPS); 

On 4/7/1834 a report was prepared on the survey of the route of the ELWS. (CSO290/47) It said in part when 

referring to the channel [comments in square brackets are mine], “runs… north-west through back and pasture 

land of Thomas Reibey [formerly Mrs Paterson’s grant] across gully no 3 [probably Jingler’s Creek] (passing 

about 5 chains south-west of Notman’s Road Party Station) to the High Road from Launceston to Perth nearly 

opposite to the licensed house known as “The Sir William Wallace”; [opposite Franklin House] it crosses the 

road at right angles and runs through the properties of Allan McDonald and Joseph Moore to gully no 2 and 

the property of Lewis Gilles, thence it runs across the property of Joseph French [should be Edward] to gully no 

1 and the property of Philip Oakden...” NRPS was therefore near Jingler’s Creek but to the south of Franklin 

House and east of the Main Road. This was two years before KMRS was built. 

 

There was a possible convict station off Relbia Road on a hill just south of Jingler’s Creek. When the Heritage 

Listing of the Evandale to Launceston Waster Scheme was occurring, this site was believed to have been the 

site of the KMRS. The evidence in this paper shows it was not likely to have been the site of the KMRS but 

could have been a convict out station, probably Notman’s Road Party Station referred to above.  

 

Kerry Lodge Probation Station; 

This was located to the south of Jingler’s Creek and Kerry Lodge Bridge. It was built in 1834 to house convicts 

building the Kerry Lodge Bridge. A separate paper deals with this station. 

 

 

The most likely location of the KMRS 

 

100 acres of Edward French’s grant from Hobart Road along his northern boundary, back to his rear boundary 

and half way to his southern boundary (where Victoria St is today) gives an area of approximately 100 acres. 

See attached plan A in purple highlight. The area today contains Dundas, Harrow, Mimosa, Albert and Raglan 

Streets and is bounded on the south by Victoria St and on the north by the Kings Meadows Connector Road. 
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Half a mile from Hobart Road comes to about the roundabout into Connector Park. There are two 

current parcels of land near here. The one to the east has a flat pasture area with a large old oak 

tree in the middle. (Now cut down, Nov 2016). 

 

The other parcel is to the west and is owned by Masonic Peacehaven (MPH) at 24 Raglan St (CTs 64608/1 & 

131894/3). It is also flat, is close to Kings Meadows Rivulet to gain a water supply and the proposed water 

channel runs through this land. Fortunately, the plan of KMRS was accurately surveyed by surveyor George 

Babington and has a scale on the plan and a north point. Using the 1:5000 orthophoto plan (Prospect 24) and 

reducing the KMRS plan to the same scale it can be overlaid onto today’s map. The lines on the KMRS plan are 

likely to be fences as the costs for building the road station included fencing. With the KMRS aligned to the 

north it can be seen from the attached plan B that the fence angle on the top right of the KMRS plan exactly 

matches the angle between the southern boundary of the MPH land the boundary of Raglan St. At that point 

Raglan St has a noticeable bend in it for no apparent reason. It could well have been following the original 

fence line of the KMRS. The KMRS has also been overlaid on a detail plan of the MPH land see attached plan C. 

The site of the main buildings is flat and the superintendent’s cottage was located well away from the convicts 

and on a rise so it was above the convicts. This was common practise of the time. Room 16, the water closet 

was located on the lowest point of the site so it would drain away from the buildings. The site of KMRS could 

have been further south towards Victoria St but why go further from the mill site and further from a water 

supply when the first land is suitable?  

 

The access to the KMRS was probably direct to Hobart Road which would effectively be an extension of “The 

Avenue”. This road has a strange bend near its start indicating the current road probably follows a much older 

way. This could have been the road to the KMRS but there could have been other access to it particularly to 

and from the south. 

 

The most likely site of the KMRS was on the MPH land as shown on plan C. The only way to prove this (or 

disprove it) is to either find new evidence or to undertake some on site investigation. The first step would be 

to gain landowner permission, then to undertake a metal detector sweep of the area recording positions of 

any signals. The KMRS was of timber construction nailed together, with a shingle roof so there is likely to be a 

substantial amount of nails remaining on the site. If a possible site can be identified then an archaeological test 

pit by Eleanor Casella (who has recently conducted two seasons at the Kerry Lodge Probation Station site) may 

be possible and would determine if this was the site of KMRS. 

 

7.5 Historical Research: Heritage Tasmania 

The KMCS2 excavation triggered a nomination for the site to be included on the THR. HT commissioned a 

historian (Alan Townsend 2019) to review the information supplied by John Dent and Southern Archaeology, 

and to conduct further research to ascertain the accuracy of the location of the KMCS at Relbia (ELWS 

Datasheet Pl. Id. 11063). The results of this review suggested that information about the possible location of 

the KMCS at the 5 Dundas St., site was correct and that the KMCS3 excavation was required to test the extent 

and location of the KMCS here. A copy of the review commissioned by HT is included as follows: 

Note: This is copied directly from the document supplied by Heritage Tasmania so footnotes do not necessarily 
appear at the base of the page in this report. 
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Kings Meadows Road Station 

Section 1: Construction & Occupation of the Kings Meadows station  

(Please note that throughout the 1830s, the terms Long Meadows and Kings Meadows were virtually 
interchangeable. This has in the past led to confusion between the Long Meadows road station and Kings 
Meadows road station. The former was commonly known as ‘Nottmans Station’ and was located closer to 
Launceston [Note: this should read further away from Launceston] in what is now Franklin village. The Long 
Meadows station operated from the early 1830s, whereas Kings Meadows only operated as a road station for 
approximately twelve months, closing in 1838 (see below).  

The Kings Meadows Road Station was built as part of the Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (THR 11063). 
This feat of engineering was intended to provide Launceston with a supply of fresh water, as well as irrigating 
land. The scheme was designed to take in water from the South Esk River at Evandale, using a combination of 
tunnels and open aqueducts, referred to at the time as ‘canals’. It was intended that the canal sections would 
include roadway on the upper side of the embankments and included seven proposed mill sites which would 
take advantage of the flowing water. The first sod of the new scheme was turned in March 1836 by Lieutenant 
Governor George Arthur. Overall management was committed to Alexander Cheyne, Director of the Roads 
Department, and Launceston Town Surveyor William Dawson took on daily management of the project.1  

Work began on the Kings Meadows station in August 1836, when Alexander Cheyne took over roughly 3 acres 
of land owned by Edward French “for the formation of a New Station on the line of Canal for supplying 
Launceston with fresh water”2. The station was located on a leasehold farm of 100 acres which was part of 320 
acres granted to Edward French. Anthony Best had held a lease on it since December 1835, with the intention 
of grazing mares and harvesting the timber on the land, paying an annual rent of £333. Cheyne’s act of simply 
appropriating the land was not an isolated event; around the same time, he had placed a road party on Mr 
Mercer’s land at Spring Hill, leading to a protracted dispute4.  

Cheyne later stated that a small party of men, including a pair of sawyers, were stationed at Kings Meadows 
from August 1836, “clearing the site, procuring timber, building the various erections, fences, drains, cesspools 
etc”5. The small party of convicts building the station were supervised by an overseer from the Morven station 
and occasional visits of inspection by Town Surveyor William Dawson6. Later documents also mention sawpits, 
and in February 1837, Best complained that “a large portion of the Ground [is] used as a road from the station 
to the high road”7. Best wrote letters to Cheyne and several petitions to the Governor complaining of his 
situation8; in October 1836, once the construction gang had been there two months, he complained that “the 
best timber the farm produces is being cut down and used by the Gang now employed in carrying the 
watercourse  

1 Background information taken from Heritage Tasmania datasheet and Simon Harris, ‘A Magnificent Failure – Governor 
Arthur’s Water Supply Scheme for Launceston from the South Esk at Evandale’, Report for the Institute of Engineers 
(Tasmania) and the Evandale Bicentenary Group, 1988 
2 TAHO CSO5/18/356  

3 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
4 TAHO CSO 5/102/2314 
5 TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 
6 TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 
7 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
8 These are contained in TAHO CSO5/18/356 and TAHO CSO 5/104/2370  
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through the grounds”9. In February 1837, Best again petitioned the Governor, stating that “a 
Party has been stationed there nearly six months, during which time they have mutilated nearly 
the whole of his property by cutting down the principal part of the timber to build houses, gaols, 
etc”10.  

Cheyne disputed Best’s account (which does appear to have been exaggerated for effect). In May 1837, Best 
complained that:  

“On the 1st December 1835 I leased for a period of five years and a half a piece of land containing 100 acres 
more or less situate at a place called the Kings Meadows near Launceston. I also purchased all the growing 
timber thereon ....with an intent of opening a timber yard as the timbers were very heavy and useful for that 
purpose, as will appear from the immense Buildings erected on my farm by the same....for nearly the last 
twelve months my land has been completely infested by gangs of men under the superintendence of Mr 
Surveyor Dawson – cutting down timber, erecting Buildings, Barracks, Gaol, Superintendent’s House, Bake 
House, out-offices of all other description”11.  

Best offered space for ‘carrying the water works through it’ but noted that at present (May 1837) ‘there is no 
appearance of such being wanted, as the water works are not as yet within miles of my farm’12  

In his defence, Cheyne stated that “the estate in question is one of the most sterile spots in the neighbourhood 
of Launceston and is only valuable as affording abundance of firewood”. He also noted that “about three acres 
of the estate is occupied by the buildings and premises of the station”. He went on to say that the portion 
occupied by the station was fenced, and that gates would be installed on the sidelines of the farm13.  

By July 1837, construction of the Kings Meadows station was completed. Cheyne later noted that  

“the expense was considerably increased by the station being intended for the accommodation of the 
Launceston chain gang, a circumstance which necessitated greater strength of timbers and more nails and 
ironwork for those portions occupied by the gang besides the additional accommodation for the military”14.  

At the end of July 1837, Josiah Spode advised that the Launceston Chain Gang was prepared for removal to the 
Kings Meadows station and requested military escorts to take the chain gang to the new station15.  

Two plans of the station survive, although they are so similar that one is almost certainly drawn from the 
other; both carry the signature of George Babington, a road surveyor, and both are dated June 183816. The 
plans show a fairly standard quadrangular road station, with a separate house for the Superintendent, 
complete with detached kitchen, stables and poultry house. According to the notations on the plan, the 6 
chain gang wards and the two store rooms were constructed of  

9 TAHO CSO5/18/356 
10 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
11 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
12 Ibid 
13 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
14 TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 Cheyne to CSO 27 June 1838 
15 TAHO CSO 1/45/997 Spode to CSO 24 July 1837 
16 See plan contained in TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 and TAHO PWD266/1334  

 

“squared logs laid horizontally and trenailled together [ie joined with wooden pegs]. The rest of the buildings 
are framed of timber and lined on the outside with feather-edged boards. The Superintendent’s House is lathed 
and plastered inside. All have shingled roofs”17  
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One of the few glimpses of the Kings Meadows station in operation comes from a rare surviving 
Roads Department Weekly Report dated 28 October 1837:  

“The gang are extending the set in of the Water Line near the 4th proposed Mill Site; levelling and sloping the 
bank near the public house; blasting and excavating stone for the roads”  

The same report gives the station strength as 39 men with 5 overseers18.  

In late February and early March 1838, Cheyne’s deputy in the Roads Department, George Hull, conducted a 
tour of inspection of road stations on the main line of road, including the Kings Meadows station. According to 
Hull:  

“This was another, and the principal station for the party employed in the tunnels etc, also under the 
immediate charge of Mr Dawson. 
Buildings – these are of a most extensive substantial and expensive description and it could be supposed that in 
time and materials they could have cost less than from £1000 to £1500 – although required for a temporary 
purpose only – and erected upon ground not belonging to the Crown. The land belongs to the widow of the late 
Edward French, is re-claimed, with all its expensive buildings, and I believe she is watching an opportunity of 
taking possession as soon as they be vacated....the land itself is virtually of no value except for the firewood 
which grows upon it....a Mill site is spoken of here but the success of such a speculation by Government in such 
a situation must be very problematical”19  

Throughout this time, Anthony Best had continued to complain about Cheyne’s appropriation of his rented 
farm. Cheyne had expected that an Act in Council would pass, and that this would allow for compensation to 
landowners. However, this Act never passed20; instead, a water rate was proposed for Launceston, provoking 
an outcry from property owners21. In either case, Best would not have benefitted, as he was the lessee, not the 
owner, of the land. In July 1838, having had no satisfaction from Government, Best formally ordered Cheyne 
and Dawson to cease their trespass on his land22. Eventually, Anthony Best brought a civil suit against 
Alexander Cheyne and Governor Arthur for trespass, winning £141 in damages23.  

The Kings Meadows station appears to have been operational for less than a year24. Work on the Evandale to 
Launceston water scheme ceased in December 1837. No definitive reason has been found during this research 
as to why the scheme was abandoned. However, it is likely a result of directives from Lord Glenelg going back 
to April 1837, demanding a reduction in the expenditure on colonial works. A Board was formed to consider 
the situation and deliberated on how to reduce the size of the Roads Department.25 As part of this process, 
Cheyne prepared a list of stations in  

17 Taken from plan contained in TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 18 TAHO CSO 5/91/2036 
19 TAHO CSO 5/107/2404 
20 See TAHO CSO 5/18/356 and TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 21 TAHO CSO 5/45/1019  

22 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
23 Cornwall Chronicle 19 January 1839 & TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
24 Anthony Best claimed 18 months, but this appears to include the time required to construct the station 25 TAHO CSO 
5/91/2036  

 

November 1837, nominating which should be retained and which closed; in this document, he recommended 
that Kings Meadows “be broken up at once”, and that the Morven station be kept for six months until the 
tunnels finished26. In February 1838, Cheyne advised that he was still retaining the Kings Meadows station, 
suggesting that it might be used as a hospital ‘until the water course works are resumed’. His suggestion was 
refused by Franklin on the grounds that invalids were already being concentrated at the Jerusalem (Colebrook) 
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station27. A list of stations to be kept operational, prepared in August 1838, does not mention 
Kings Meadows, suggesting that by this point the station had been closed28.  

Cheyne again urged in February 1839 that the station “is a valuable property, and should not, I conceive, be 
relinquished if it be possible to retain it – it would form an excellent Invalid Station and might be 
advantageously used for one of the probation gangs under the coming arrangement”29. With the Anthony Best 
trespass claim in mind, the Crown Solicitor strongly recommended in March 1839 that “the Government 
should immediately return the premises in question with whatever improvements have been effected on it”30. 
Franklin approved this advice, and the station became the property of Edward French’s estate (see section 2).  

26 TAHO CSO 5/91/2036 27 TAHO CSO 5/18/356 
28 TAHO CSO 5/127/3019 29 TAHO CSO 5/104/2370 30 TAHO CSO 5/104/2370  

Section 2: Locating the Kings Meadows station  

As noted above, numerous sources refer to the Kings Meadows station being on land owned by Edward 
French.  

French arrived in Sydney in 1813, and following a grant of emancipation from Governor Macquarie, came to 
Van Diemen’s Land in 1816. He established himself in Port Dalrymple as a carter and purchased a 30-acre block 
in Launceston. In 1824, he married Alice Linnell31, and in 1829 applied for a grant of land, noting that he had 
not previously applied for or been granted land. In his application, he listed £964 in capital, which included a 
weatherboard cottage “in one of the most respectable streets in Launceston’.32  

This application was considered by the Land Board, and in June 1829 he was granted 320 acres (half a square 
mile), the amount of land commensurate with his stated capital. At the time, the Land Board granted the land 
on the specific condition that French reside on it, rather than simply putting an overseer on it. The following 
year, Governor Arthur granted French an additional 100 acres adjacent to the initial grant33. Newspaper 
advertisements for strayed farm stock show that Edward French was working his 320-acre grant at least until 
183234. In August 1833, French sold his second grant of 100 acres to his near neighbour Thomas Landale35.  

Figure 2.1 Detail from Map Cornwall 42 showing French’s first grant of 320 acres and the new line of road; undated, but 
probably c1831 (TAHO AF396/1/1366)  

 

31 TAHO RGD36/1/1 Number 731 
32 TAHO LSD1/74 p.275 
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33 TAHO CSO1/388/8789 
34 See Launceston Advertiser 21 June 1830 and 21 August 1832 
35 DPIPWE Land Information System Tasmania (LIST) Mem1/2587  

 

Figure 2.2 Detail from Cornwall 1/257 showing French’s additional grant of 100 acres, on the other side of the main road 
(DPIPWE Cornwall 1/257)  
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Figure 2.3 Detail from Cornwall 1/193 dated October 1839. Note French’s additional grant of 100 acres 
now incorporated into Landale’s grant; note also the old and new line of main road  

In his 1829 petition to Lieutenant Governor Arthur, French had noted that “from a Pursuit of Industry and 
Frugality, petitioner [Edward French] has acquired eighty-seven head of horned cattle, is married, and in hopes 
of a rising family”36. French did indeed have a number of sons with wife Alice, but he did not live to see them 
grow up, dying at the age of 46 in February 183437. Under the terms of his will, his widow Alice retained a life 
interest in the entire estate, which after her death or re-marriage would pass to his sons once the eldest had 
come of age38. In the meantime, the estate was to be managed by Thomas Landale and John Sprent.  

36 TAHO CSO1/388/8789 
37 TAHO RGD34/1/1 Number 3630 
38 TAHO AD960/1/1 Will of Edward French 5 February 1834  

In December 1835, Anthony Best of Wellington Street, Launceston, leased 100 acres of land from Edward 
French. Given that French had sold his 100-acre grant two years prior (see above), this 100 acre lease must 
have been part of the original 320 acre grant. Anthony Best owned a number of imported stud horses, and in 
September 1836, he advised potential customers that “for the accommodation of Mares sent to the above 
valuable Horses, a paddock of 100 acres, well fenced and watered, is provided”39. In August 1836, Alexander 
Cheyne, Director General of Roads, appropriated a portion of this 100-acres to erect the Kings Meadows Road 
Station (see Section 1).  

As is covered in the first section, Cheyne’s use of the land eventually resulted in Best winning a claim for 
damages of £141 in April 183940. Best’s lease on the farm expired in October 1839, leaving Edward French’s 
trustees with a farm which, under the terms of French’s will41, they were unable to sell. Instead, trustee John 
Sprent advertised in October 1839:  

“To let, for a term of years, or as may be agreed on, a FARM at the Kings Meadows, within 3 miles of 
Launceston containing 100 acres with a capital House and a most extensive range of buildings in excellent 
order, lately occupied by A. Best, and fronting on the Launceston road – applications to Mr Sprent”  

French’s real estate, including the 320-acre grant (part of which contained the 100 acres referred to above) 
remained in the hands of the trustees until the youngest of French’s children came of age in 1854. The trustees 
put the land up for auction in October 1854, selling the Kings Meadows land in six lots ranging from 50 to 60 
acres,  

“situate within two miles of Launceston, beyond ‘Carr Villa’ on the opposite side of the road. On one of the 
farms stands a weatherboarded cottage and extensive outbuildings, formerly used as a government road 
station”  

The subdivision of French’s 320-acre grant into 6 lots is depicted on a later Memorial of Indenture:  

 

39 Cornwall Chronicle 17 September 1836 p4 
40 See Cornwall Chronicle 19 January 1839 p2 & TAHO CSO5/18/356 41 TAHO AD960/1/1  
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Figure 2.4 Plan of subdivision shown on Mem 7/6752 in August 1886. Note that the smaller area shown in red is not part 
of the derivation of title of 5 Dundas St (see Section 3 below)  

At the auction of Edward French’s land, his son John French bought Lot 2 containing 59 acres 2 roods42. The 
amount paid is unknown, as the memorial of indenture records several lots bought at that time by John 
French. However, he held this land very briefly, selling it in February 1855 to John Crisp of Launceston for 
£40043. Several months later, Crisp offered this lot for lease:  

“To Let, at Kings Meadows, a farm of sixty acres, two miles and a half from Launceston. On the farm there is a 
cottage with seven apartments and detached kitchens, stables, barns, etc”44  
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Given that this advertisement appears within months of the land being sold from the French 
estate, that it contains considerable outbuildings and a cottage which sounds very much like the 
Superintendent’s cottage surveyed by Babington in 1838 (note the detached kitchen and stables), 
and that we know from the October 1854 advertisement that the station is on one of the 6 lots sold, it seems a 
safe conclusion that indeed Lot 2 of the 1854 subdivision contains the old Kings Meadows station. Crisp 
advertised this 60-acre (actually 59-acre 2 rood) farm for lease again in November 1856, by which time it was 
known as ‘Denston Vale’. The lease advertisement echoes the notice listed above, but also mentions that the 
farm has two stables and “cowhouses, etc”45. This sounds very much like adaptive re-use of the old station 
buildings.  

John Crisp sold ‘Denston Vale’ in 185846 to Frances Mary Hobkirk and her husband John Peter Hobkirk for 
£1,040. The terms of the sale allowed for a deposit of £100, with the remaining £940  

42 DPIPWE LIST Mem 4/636 
43 DPIPWE LIST Mem 4/916 
44 Cornwall Chronicle 11 April 1855 p5 
45 Launceston Examiner 11 November 1856 p.3 
46 The exact sale date is difficult to ascertain, given the highly complex nature of the sale documents – see DPIPWE LIST 
Mem 5/2854  

secured by mortgage to John Crisp47. In March 1858, John Hobkirk offered a portion of the land for lease:  

“Small farm to be let, to be let for a term of years, part of the farm of Denston Vale, Kings Meadows, situated 
on the main road three miles from Launceston, comprising 40 acres of cultivated and scrub land, a convenient 
dwelling house of seven rooms, besides kitchen, store room, etc, etc, and a good garden. There are spacious 
outbuildings and an abundant supply of water at all seasons”48  

John Crisp died in February 186049, leaving the bulk of his estate to his widow, Mary Crisp50. This estate 
included the unpaid portion of the mortgage on ‘Denston Vale’. In July 1864, John and Frances Hobkirk 
contracted with Mary Crisp to cancel the mortgage by returning the property to her51. Mary Crisp died in 
August 186652, leaving the property in her will to her two children, John Heydon Evans and Amelia Bartlett53. 
John Heydon Evans died in February 186854, leaving the property to his sister, Amelia Bartlett. Amelia, who 
does not appear to have lived on the farm, sold the property to John Daniel Ranson in June 1869 for £200.55  

Ranson was a prominent Launceston alderman who was declared insolvent in December 187056. Ranson fell 
from grace when his insolvency proceedings revealed that he had lost heavily on gold mining stocks and left 
for Phillip Island “much to the grief and bewilderment of confiding creditors”57. Following his departure, it 
emerged that his housekeeper, Mary Marshall, held a mortgage from Ranson for £200 secured against 
‘Denston Vale’, and that he had seduced her some years since. John Francis Hobkirk was appointed permanent 
assignee to Ranson’s insolvent estate and in May 1871 sold the property, on behalf of Mary Marshall, to 
Richard Gardiner for £20058. ‘Denston Vale’, which as noted above contained the site of the Kings Meadows 
road station, survived as the original Lot 2, ie 59-acre 2 rood block until 1887, at which point the property 
began to be subdivided. From that point on, it is difficult to say with certainty which of the subsequent smaller 
blocks contained the old station.  

Section 3 – Derivation of title, 5 Dundas St Youngtown  

A title history was requested on this property pursuant to a nomination for entry on the Heritage Register as 
being the location of the Kings Meadows Station. The present title derives from the 320-acre Edward French 
grant described in the section above, and more specifically, from the 59-acre 2 rood lot sold to John French in 
1854 (see above).  
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47 DPIPWE LIST Mem 5/2854 
48 Launceston Examiner 25 March 1858 p1 
49 TAHO RGD35/1/29 Number 689 
50 TAHO AD960/1/4 Number 716 p156 
51 DPIPWE LIST Mem5/2854 – As noted above, the intentions of this contract are difficult to ascertain with certainty, but a 
careful reading of the indenture seems to indicate that the Hobkirk’s released the land back to Mary Crisp, who we know 
from later contracts owned the property at the time of her death in 1866 
52 TAHO RGD 35/1/35 Number 133 
53 TAHO AD960/1/6 Number 1192 p381 
54 TAHO RGD 35/1/37 Number 439 
55 DPIPWE LIST Mem 5/6387 
56 Launceston Examiner 10 December 1870 
57 Launceston Examiner 29 April 1871 
58 DPIPWE LIST Mem 5/7835  

In August 1887, Richard Gardiner sold a 34-acre portion of the 59-acre 2 rood farm known as ‘Denston Vale’ to 
Charles Benjamin Leupolt, a civil engineer, for £392.59  

Figure 3.1 Plan of second subdivision shown on Mem 7/8774 in August 1887  

The following year, Leupolt gifted the 34-acre block to John Cunningham Leupolt, who at that time was serving 
as a Sessions Judge in India60. Leupolt retained the land until May 1901, when he sold the 34-acre 1 rood 12 
perches block to Charels Rooney, a Launceston confectioner, for £55061. By April 1906, Roney had only paid 
£150 of the £550 purchase price; the remainder was assigned to Caroline Roney, who took ownership of both 
the debt and the property62. Caroline Roney struggled for years to pay back the debt, but only managed to 
keep up with the interest63. Following her death, the trustees of her estate sold the property in June 1929 to 
Caroline Mahala Mullinger for £450, the debt owing on the property64.  

The debt on the property was also a problem for Caroline Mullinger. In 1929, she mortgaged the property to 
Kenneth Waterhouse for £45065; by 1933, the mortgage was in arrears and Waterhouse exercised his right to 
foreclose and sell66. The property was put up for auction in June 1933, with the  

59 DPIPWE LIST Mem 7/8774 
60 DPIPWE LIST Mem 8/186 
61 DPIPWE LIST Mem10/4062 
62 DPIPWE LIST Mem 11/3500 
63 See Mem 15/7622 and Mem 18/439 64 DPIPWE LIST Mem 18/439  

65 DPIPWE LIST Mem 18/440 66 DPIPWE LIST Mem 19/371  
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auction notice describing it as a “Dairying property of 34 acres 1 rood 12 perches with house and 
outbuildings situated near Youngtown”67. The purchaser was Nina Eveline Gill, with a bid of 
£20068.  

However, the debt dating back to 1906 was still encumbering the property, making each successive sale more 
complex than the last. This was finally resolved in March 1936, when Nina Gill and the Launceston Savings 
Bank, via the sub-purchaser David Peters (a ‘horse specialist’), conveyed the 34-acre 1 rood 12 perches block 
to William Hay Scott and his wife Cecilia Elizabeth Mary Scott for £942, part of which satisfied the original 
debts. Scott listed his profession as “Government of India Audits and Accounts Service (Retired)”69.  

Scott died on the property in April 1941, leaving his estate in the hands of trustees Dorothy Margaret Scott and 
Edgar Grace. In 1953, the trustees sold the 34-acre 1rood 12 perches block (along with two others) to 
Archibald James Manning, a car salesman from Launceston70. The price is unclear, as £7,500 was paid for three 
properties.  

Archibald James Manning died in July 1960, leaving the property in the hands of trustees Cecil Karl Rashleigh 
and Archibald Dale Manning. In March 1963, the trustees sold the 34-acre 1 rood 12 perches block and a 
separate block on Raglan Street to Robert Luxmore Reed, a grazier71. Again, the price is unclear, as there were 
two blocks of land involved. The same day72, Luxmore sold of 13 acres 1.2 rood of this land to the New Century 
Land and Finance Company Pty Ltd for £287573. As can be seen in the plan below, this block is nearly identical 
to the present-day land parcel, the difference being due to a drainage easement.  

 

67 The Examiner 29 June 1933 p12 68 DPIPWE LIST Mem 19/371 
69 DPIPWE LIST Mem 19/6873 
70 DPIPWE LIST Mem 27/5293  

71 DPIPWE LIST Mem 35/1585 
72 Note that there is a typographical error on this memorial (Mem 35/1620) which incorrectly gives the year as 1962, 
elsewhere on the same document the correct date of 1963 is used 
73 DPIPWE LIST Mem 35/1620  
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Figure 3.2 Plan of third subdivision, March 1963, shown on Mem 35/1620  

This block was sold by the New Century Land and Finance Company to Kenneth Robert Farquhar 
and his wife Marjorie Spencer Farquhar in June 1970 for £5,00074. In January 2003, Marjorie Spencer Farquhar 
was recorded as the owner (probably as the result of change from General Law to Real Property Act). The 
property remained with the Farquhar family until January 2017, when it was sold to the current owners, 
Goodswood Investments75.  

Section 4: Conclusions  

The following is an attempt to outline what is known about the station location from the foregoing research:  

4.1 The station was definitely not located on Edward French’s additional 100-acre grant  

This is clearly proven as French sold this grant several years before work commenced on the station  

4.2 The station was definitely located on French’s 320-acre grant  

This is clearly proven. There are multiple references to the station being built on land which formed part of 100 
acres leased by Anthony Best in December 1835, long after French sold the additional  

74 DPIPWE LIST Mem 42/2217 
75 See DPIPWE Premium Property Report, 5 Dundas Street – accessed 4 January 2019  

100-acre grant. Secondly, the notice of sale for French’s 320-acre specifically identifies that one of the six lots 
included the station, with a description of buildings which matches the 1838 Babington survey of the Kings 
Meadows station.  

4.3 The station was almost certainly (say 90% degree of certainty) located on Lot 2 of the 1854 subdivision 
This lot comprised 59 acres 2 roods which would later be known as ‘Denston Vale’. Multiple lease and sale 
advertisements between 1854 and 1887 describe a range of buildings which would reflect the adaptive re-use 
over time of the station buildings and superintendent’s house.  

4.4 The station was probably located on the 34-acre 1 rood 12 perch block  

This second subdivision of French’s 320-acre grant occurred in 1887. Little is known of this block until its sale in 
1933, notices of which describe it as a dairying property with house and outbuildings. This subdivision left 24 
acres remaining of the original block, which would be too close to the main road to contain the station 
(described as being half a mile from the main road – see above). Thus, it would seem likely that the larger 
block, further from the main road, is the likely block to have contained the original station site.  

4.5 5 Dundas Street was part of the 34-acre block, but no solid documentary evidence to locate the station 
here 
This report is prepared purely on the basis of primary documentary sources, on the basis of which it is not 
possible to clearly say if the station was located on this 4.938 ha block. Archaeological investigations could 
confirm this as the station site if the archaeology corresponds closely to the 1838 Babington survey  

4.6 The station was occupied for less than a year  

(see above) – This means that the June 1838 survey was drawn up near the end of the station’s occupation, 
hence it is safe to assume that any archaeology not conforming to this survey cannot have been part of the 
station. 
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4.7 No evidence has been found that the mill site or canal were built on French’s land  

(see section 1) – There are mentions in the documents of a ‘proposed’ mill site but no reference 
has been found to suggest any work having started – note particularly that in March 1838, shortly before the 
station closed, George Hull expressed doubts about the viability of a mill site being erected there. Note also 
that in May 1837, Best claimed that the canal works were not ‘as yet within miles of my farm’. This research 
has found no documentary evidence that the canal was completed on French’s land before the scheme closed 
in December 1837  

Section 5: Research methodology  

This research was based almost entirely on primary source documents, with no reference to any of the recent 
investigations reported to be part of the Kings Meadows station. This approach was undertaken to ensure that 
the conclusions are entirely derived from the historical sources.  

The most useful documents come from the correspondence of the Colonial Secretary’s Office (Tasmanian 
Archive & Heritage Office CSO1 and CSO5). During the colonial period, the Colonial Secretary’s Office served as 
the primary department implementing the governor’s policies, and is thus a rich source for documents relating 
to convicts, convict management, road stations, etc. Contemporary indexes survive which allow for these 
voluminous records to be thoroughly searched. However, it must also be noted that it is often the case that 
surviving records within this series are somewhat arbitrary; in the case of the Kings Meadows station, the most 
useful records from this series arise from Anthony Best’s dispute over compensation. Had he not been the 
lessee at the time, we would probably know a good deal less about the station.  

Further background information about Edward French and how he acquired the land involved was found in the 
correspondence of the Land Survey Department (LSD1). As with the CSO series, a contemporary index survives 
for these records.  

Land tenure information was obtained from the records held by the Lands Titles Office. The records used in 
this research are known as ‘Memorials of Indenture’, ie copies of ‘general law’ contracts registered with the 
Land Titles Office, which kept copies (‘memorials’). These records, along with Real Property Act certificates of 
title and associated documents, have recently been digitised and are available online through the Land 
Information System Tasmania (‘the LIST’). The references provided here can be used to locate the digitised 
documents through LIST.  

Biographical information about wills, births, deaths and marriages has been obtained through the records of 
the Registrar General’s Department (RGD) and Supreme Court records available online through the Tasmanian 
Archive & Heritage Office. Some additional biographical information was obtained through the Australian 
Dictionary of Biography.  

Digitised copies of Tasmanian newspapers provided a number of lease advertisements, sale advertisements 
and articles which provide crucial detail about the station occupation and pointers to its location. These can all 
be accessed through the National Library of Australia’s Trove website.  

Contemporary maps were obtained from the Scanned Maps database available for use in person at the Land 
Titles Office, Hobart. Additionally, several ‘Memorials of Indenture’ (see above) include plans on the reverse of 
the indenture, all of which have been reproduced here.  

Finally, a good overview of the Evandale to Launceston water scheme as a whole can be found in:  

Simon Harris, ‘A Magnificent Failure – Governor Arthur’s Water Supply Scheme for Launceston from the South Esk at 
Evandale’, Report for the Institute of Engineers (Tasmania) and the Evandale Bicentenary Group, 1988  
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A digital archive is provided with this report which includes (wherever possible) digital copies of 
the source documents referred to.  

7.6 Historical Research Summary 

 

The following summary highlights key points from the historical research (see also Figure 26): 
 

• The KMCS is included in the THR register as part of the ELWS (Pl. Id. 11063) but incorrectly located in 
Relbia approximately 2 to 2.5 kilometres to the southeast (Figure 24 above). There may be other 
infrastructure in the region associated with the ELWS. 

• The KMCS was built to assist in constructing the ELWS (Harris 1988; THR ELWS datasheet (pl. id 11063) 
Entry Document sourced 2018). This ELWS is permanently listed on the THR as entry no. 11063. It is 
considered highly significant to Tasmania’s history due to its association with the history of Launceston 
region and because of its association with the convict assignment system. 

• It is possible that elements of a canal associated with the ELWS and support sites such as brick making 
areas may be located close to the KMCS excavation site. 

• It is probable that the KMCS was also used to house convicts associated with the building of roads and 
other infrastructure in the region (i.e. there are records showing that the Launceston Chain Gang was 
housed there - see John Dent’s historical notes above and Section 7.7); 

• The KMCS is one of a system of convict stations in the north of the state and it appears to have been 
substantial in size according to plans of the station and the results of the excavation (see Section 7.8 
below). 

• The KMCS is known to have been built largely of timber (including foundations). The lack of 
construction and foundation material uncovered during the excavation may be in part explained by the 
dominant use of timber in the construction. Figure 25 shows an example of a timber watch house 
plan for a building built around 1850 at Snake Banks just south of the KMCS site. 

• The KMCS site has a long history of occupation and land use. 
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A) Timber building plan for Snake Banks watch house (c. 1850). This may have been a similar 

method to that used in the building of the KMCS. 
Figure 25: Timber building plan for Snake Banks watch house. Source: Tas Library PWD266-1-1714(1) (1).  

Figure 26 is a timeline showing the major events during the occupation of the KMCS site from when the site 

was first occupied by Europeans to today. 
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Figure 26: Timeline of major events at the KMCS site. Compiled by Darren Watton using information from the historical reviews and the 
KMCS archaeological excavations 2019. 

7.7 The story of the convicts at the KMCS (summary) – adapted from research by 
Southern Archaeology (2019), Dillon (2008), Port Arthur Research Department 
(2019), Heritage Tasmania (Alan Townsend 2019) and John Dent (2016). 

7.7.1 Introduction 
 

The KMCS has an interesting and chequered past. This short summary aims to highlight the main known facts 

about the KMCS with a focus on the period when it was occupied by convicts. It also aims to address the 

human element of the story in a limited fashion. 
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7.7.2 Summary 
 

In 1835, Anthony Best leased 100acres of land containing the study area from Edward French. 

The Tasmanian colonial government began building the KMCS in August 1836 using timber harvested from the 

area. In charge of building the station was Alexander Cheyne who took over around 3 acres of land within the 

Best lease for this purpose (HT 2019, Dent 2016). The station was to house convicts employed in the 

construction of the Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS), an ambitious project by the government to 

bring fresh water from the South Esk at Evandale into Launceston (see Section 7.3). Launceston was growing 

rapidly at this time and required new infrastructure (Solomon 1976). The ELWS, however, was never 

completed and abandoned in December 1837. The KMCS was completed in 1837 so may have been 

operational for just one to two years. 

Best was not happy with the arrangement, claiming: 

 

• The land had been taken over by the government, and  
• That he had intended to use the lease to graze mares and to harvest the timber on the land, which was 

now being destroyed by the government.  
 

He stated at the time that “the best timber the farm produces is being cut down and used by the gang (the 

convicts) now employed in carrying the watercourse” (HT 2019). It seems he was right as Cheyne wrote that “a 

small party of men, including a pair of sawyers, were stationed at Kings Meadows from August 1836, clearing 

the site, procuring timber, building the various erections, fences, drains, cesspools etc” (HT 2019).  

 

Cheyne also reports that “the expense was considerably increased by the station being intended for the 

accommodation of the Launceston Chain Gang (see Section 7.7.3), a circumstance which necessitated greater 

strength of timbers and more nails and ironwork for those portions occupied by the gang besides the 

additional accommodation for the military”. This is confirmed by in late February and early March 1838, by 

Cheyne’s deputy in the Roads Department, George Hull who described this as the principle station in the area 

as follows: 

 
This was another, and the principal station for the party employed in the tunnels etc, also under the 
immediate charge of Mr Dawson. 
Buildings – these are of a most extensive substantial and expensive description and it could be supposed that 
in time and materials they could have cost less than from £1000 to £1500 – although required for a 
temporary purpose only – and erected upon ground not belonging to the Crown. The land belongs to the 
widow of the late Edward French, is re-claimed, with all its expensive buildings, and I believe she is watching 
an opportunity of taking possession as soon as they be vacated....the land itself is virtually of no value except 
for the firewood which grows upon it....a mill site is spoken of here but the success of such a speculation by 
Government in such a situation must be very problematical (HT 2019, Dent 2016). 

 

The use of Chain gangs at stations was somewhat unusual for precisely this reason – they were “only located at 

a few of the road stations largely because of the high cost of having to house them more securely to stop them 

escaping” (Dillon 2008) (see Section 7.7.3). 

 

The KMCS was reportedly constructed: 
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 from “squared logs laid horizontally and trenailled together - ie joined with wooden pegs. 
The rest of the buildings are framed of timber and lined on the outside with feather-edged 
boards. The Superintendent’s House is lathed and plastered inside. All have shingled roofs (HT 

2019, Dent 2016) 

 
Reference is also made to some of the work completed for the ELWS: 

 

the gang are extending the set in of the water Line near the 4th proposed Mill Site; levelling and sloping the 
bank near the public house; blasting and excavating stone for the roads” (HT 2019). 

 
During the operation Best continued to complain about Cheyne’s “appropriation of his rented farm” (HT 2019, 

Dent 2016). Best eventually brought a civil suit against Alexander Cheyne and Governor Arthur for trespass, 

winning £141 in damages. The station was abandoned in 1838 and a plan prepared by surveyor, Babington 

(see Section 7.1). Efforts were made by Cheyne to have the station reopened and he argued in February 1839 

that: 

 
the station “is a valuable property, and should not, I conceive, be relinquished if it be possible to retain it – it 
would form an excellent Invalid Station and might be advantageously used for one of the probation gangs 
under the coming arrangement” (HT 2019, Dent 2016). 

 

This also highlights another factor to be considered in the re-opening of the station - the change from the 

convict assignment system to the probation system. No longer would convicts be assigned to private interests 

but be used purely for government infrastructure and concerns. However, these pleas were to no avail and the 

KMCS remained unused probably due to the continued complaints by Best and the abandonment of the ELWS. 

 

7.7.3 The Launceston Chain Gang 
 

It is reported that the Launceston Chain Gang was housed at the KMCS during this time and consisted of (HT 

2019, John Dent 2016): 

 

• 37 men and 5 overseers and 
• A chain gang of 71 men and one overseer.  

 

Chain gang was the term used for men who had re-offended since transportation and had been sentenced to 

harsher punishment usually on road gangs or at Port Arthur (Dillon 2008). The conditions at different chain 

gang assignment locations varied but the work was often repetitive and difficult and might include rock 

breaking, digging trenches or canals and clearing land and roads sites. This was sometimes done in chains if the 

offender was considered particularly bad (or the overseer was particularly harsh) or if the convict had offended 

more than once (see William Campbell below in Section 7.7.4). Other controls such as reduced rations were 

also common punishments while on the chain gang (Dillon 2008). The Launceston Chain Gang would have 

been assigned to the KMCS because the tasks - digging the ELWS canals, the clearing of the land and the 

building of the roads and associated infrastructure - would have been considered appropriate for these convict 

labourers. 

 

There have been five individual convicts identified as being at the Kings Meadows Convict Station during the 

convict period. These are: 
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• William Campbell arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the David Lyon on the 18th of 
August 1830. Campbell was sentenced to 14 years (see his story below). 

• William Davies (ship and arrival unknown). Davies is known from a newspaper article in 
December 1837 where he was charged with absconding with William Campbell above. 

• William Trenwith (died 1883) arriving in the colony on the ship the Earl St Vincent on 13th August 1826. 
Trenwith was a bootmaker sentenced to life for breaking and entering and stealing. 

• Edward Lindus arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the Prince Regent on 10th January 1830. 
Lindus was sentenced to life.  

• William (also known as James) Hitchman arriving in Van Diemen’s Land on the ship the Sarah on 29th 
March 1837. Hitchman was a labourer sentenced to 7 years for stealing. His arrival date indicates he 
was probably sent immediately to the Kings Meadows Convict Station and only there a short time 
before it was abandoned. 

 

7.7.4 Absconding and the KMCS absconders – Convicts William Davis and William Campbell 
 

In 1837, it is reported that two convicts, William Davis and William Campbell, absconding from the KMCS. 

Absconding was not uncommon with around 6% of male convicts absconding in any year with some years 

higher depending on working conditions at the time or the reputation of the overseer. Some stations such as 

the Nottman’s Station (about 2 kilometres to the southwest of the KMCS and also in operation in the 1830s) 

had very high rates of absconding due to the harshness of the convict overseer – For example, one hundred 

and forty-nine men absconded in 1833 and 69 the following year at Nottman’s (Dillon 2008). 

 

There were three main reasons for absconding: 

 

1. The ease or difficulty of leaving a site (sites used to house chain gangs were usually built better to 
discourage absconding – see Section 7.7.2 above). 

2. The degree of unpleasantness in the work, the living conditions and the harshness of the overseers 
that the men experienced (road gang work often consisted of very unpleasant and monotonous work 
such as rock breaking and digging and a harsh overseer was often prone to exercise punishment such 
as flogging or had high work output expectations). 

3. The access to money to purchase food, clothes and shelter, while on the run (many convicts 
absconded to work for free settlers or join or become bushrangers, such as Martin Cash (1808-1877) 
for extra rations or money). 

 

The following newspaper article from the Cornwall Chronicle on the 9th of December 1837 provides more 

detail about William Davis and William Campbell and their absconding from the KMCS (Figure 27): 

 

 

Figure 27: Newspaper article from the Cornwell Chronicle, 9th December 1837, detailing the escape of William Davis and William 
Campbell from the KMCS. Source: Trove 2019. 
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It appears these absconders were quickly and harshly dealt with severe punishments not 

uncommon at the time (Dillon 2008). William Davis was sentenced to two extra years, probably in 

the Launceston Chain Gang, and William Campbell, also with two extra years but with a 

recommendation that these be spent at Port Arthur. This is likely because William Campbell was a repeat 

offender. Records in the Report from the Select Committee on Transportation in 1837 show Campbell (listed as 

a labourer) sentenced to two months hard labour in the Launceston Chain Gang in 1834 on two accounts - for 

absence without leave and continual idleness. It was during this time in the Launceston Chain Gang that he 

would have been sent to work at the KMCS with the other chain gangers and would have met and escaped 

with William Davis. Campbell was originally sentenced to 14 years in England and transported to the colony in 

August 1830 on the David Lyon (Convict Records online 2019). 

Severe punishments were not uncommon at the time even for trivial offences (Dillon 2008). For example, up to 

one third of assigned men at Campbell Town were charged with an offence in 1835 and “over 50% of assigned 

men charged with an offence before the local court were flogged, sent to a road party or chain gang, or 

imprisoned at the Launceston jail or Port Arthur for up to two to eighteen months” (Dillon 2008). There were 

suggestions by colonial representatives and free settlers that the convict workforce could be managed with 

cash incentives and extra rations rather than the severe punishments. Despite this, over 18-20% of the total 

assigned male workforce received a severe punishment, often for lack of diligence or efficiency at work (Dillon 

2008). This was often the preferred method of controlling the assigned male workforce in rural area to keep 

the men at their work (Dillon 2008). Harsh overseers such as the one from Nottman’s Convict Station, while 

unpopular with convicts, were often popular with government because of the high work output (for more on 

Nottman’s Convict Station see Section 7.8.6). 

It was expected that the Ganged convicts would provide “some sort of economic return to the administration 
to offset the high cost of keeping them and the colonial administration was keenly interested in using this 
labour resource to its best advantage” (Dillon 2008). The convicts, as government workers, “built the 
infrastructure for the colony and provided the middle level staff to manage and administer the convict system” 
(Dillon 2008).  

7.8 Convict Stations in the Northern Midlands 

7.8.1 Introduction: The KMCS in the regional context 
 

The KMCS was part of a complex or network of convict stations constructed in the 1830s. The Snake Banks, 

Cleveland, Perth, Nottmans, Morven and Kerry Lodge Convict Stations were all built in the 1830s, in response 

to rapid population growth and expansion beyond Hobart and Launceston, with increasing public 

infrastructure needs for roads, bridges and projects like the ELWS. Elsewhere in Tasmania convict stations 

were also being built at this time for similar reasons. In relative terms the 1830s was the highest growth period 

in Tasmania to date (Solomon 1976:61). The population grew from 31,551 in 1833 to 50,216 in 1841 (Solomon 

1976:61). Part of this was transportation of convicts which continued in Tasmania until 1852 and part an influx 

of free settlers. The convict stations served a dual purpose of providing much needed infrastructure for the 

growing economy as well as a place to house and employ the free government labour (convicts). It wasn’t until 

the Victorian goldrushes in the 1850s that Tasmania was surpassed in population growth in the colony 

(Solomon 1976:61-62).   



 

 94 

 

 



 

 95 

 

Figure 28 shows an early map (c. 1820s-1830s) of the area around Kings Meadows (the KMCS 

does not appear on this map but this map assists to contextualise the area). 

 

In May 2019, Southern Archaeology and John Dent visited a number of potential convict station and watch 

house sites in the region surrounding the KMCS.  Figure 29 and Figure 30 (and the following sections) show the 

results of this and the location of convict stations between Cleveland and Launceston. 
 

 

Figure 28: Map of the area around Breadalbane and Kings Meadows from c.1820 to 1830. Source: Tas Library. 
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Figure 29: GIS map showing the locations of the convict stations and watch houses around Launceston. Created by Darren Watton 2019. 
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Figure 30: GIS aerial map showing the location of convict stations and watch houses around Launceston. Created by Darren Watton 
2019. 

Convict stations were substantial barrack-style structures, critical to major infrastructure developments across 

the state during the convict era. The development of the midlands highway, arterial transport routes and the 

building of bridges triggered the construction of these stations. Convict stations enabled the secure housing of 

convict labour gangs during infrastructure development in remote areas (see Section 7.7.3). They were also 

built to be largely self-sufficient for short to medium term periods when construction projects were 

undertaken, sometimes lasting only a few years. Convict station sites (and convict sites in general) have been 

rarely studied in the north of the state. Included here is an overview of other known convict stations and sites 

near Launceston. It should be noted that there are many more convict stations and similar convict sites outside 

this immediate area (possibly as many as around 27 in the north of the state – John Dent Pers. Comm. 2019). 

Most are not listed on the THR. A few sites within the vicinity of the KMCS are overviewed here.  

 

7.8.2 Snake Banks Convict Station (SBCS) and Watch House 
 

The SBCS was in operation from around 1835/1836 to 1846 (although the exact dates are unknown) (Dent 

2019). The SBCS was built to construct roads and the bridge in this area. The SBCS was probably in operation 

about the same time as the KMCS. There is some evidence it was still in use in the 1860s (Dent 2019). Figure 31 
shows the plans of the SBCS and the watch house. It is unknown if the watch house plan matches the final plan 

of the building but the footprint matches that shown on the SBCS plan from 1838. Figure 31 also shows the 
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probable site today and during the survey conducted by Southern Archaeology in 2019 it was 

noted that handmade brick walls were observed in situ at the site. The site is within a gully with 

an ephemeral creek located to the north. The SB watch house is located slightly north of this site 

(Figure 31). This site is currently potentially at risk from major Midlands Hwy upgrades. 
 

 
A) SBCS looking south 

 

 
B) A handmade brick wall at the site (possible 

evidence of the SBCS) 
 

 
A) A handmade brick wall at the site (possible 

evidence of the SBCS) 

 
C) The road being built near the site 

 
D) Possible SB watch house site 

 
E) Property Plan of the SBCS (c. 1830s) 
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F) SB watch house plan 

 
G) Grindstone recorded at the SBCS site 

Figure 31: SBCS and watch house. Photos by Darren Watton 2019; Plans from Tas Library. 

7.8.3 Cleveland Convict Station (CCS) and Watch House 

 

The CCS was located near a natural lake to the east of the township of Cleveland and was in operation in the 

1830s. Around the site are located many archaeological features that are of interest including a brick making 

area, quarry and well. The CCS itself is located on a rise above the lake. During the survey conducted by 

Southern Archaeology in 2019 the property was not accessible but John Dent believes that there are many 

archaeological features located on the land that may be associated with this station. The station does not 

currently appear to be at risk from any development apart from normal farming practices (however, these may 

involve substantial ground disturbance). Figure 32 shows the location of the CCS looking east. 

 

The Cleveland watch house was located on the eastern side of the Midlands Hwy to the north west of the CCS. 

The probable site can be seen from the highway boundary and foundations, artefacts and handmade bricks 

were observed on the ground during the survey by Southern Archaeology in 2019 (Figure 32). 

 

 
A) Site of CCS 

 
B) Probable site of Cleveland watch house 

Figure 32: CCS and watch house. Photos by Darren Watton 2019. 

7.8.4 Morven Convict Station (MCS) 

 

The MCS was built around 1836 and operated until about 1837. It was built to assist in construction of the 

ELWS. It is included with the ELWS on the THR (Pl. Id. 11063). The site is located on the eastern side of 

Evandale Rd. just south of the Launceston Airport. There is a tunnel associated with the ELWS just to the west 

of the station site (Figure 33). Southern Archaeology was unable to visit the site of the Morven Convict Station 

directly in 2019 but the site can be seen in the background of Figure 33A. 
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A) MCS site 

 
B) ELWS tunnel entrance 

Figure 33: MCS site and ELWS tunnel entrance. 

7.8.5 Cocked Hat Watch house 

 

The Cocked Hat Watch house was built around 1850. It is likely that a convict station was in this area before 

this time. Figure 34 shows its possible location near Marchington Lane at Breadalbane. 

 

 
A) Possible CHW location looking north 

 
B) Possible CHW location looking south 

 
A) Plan of CHW 

 
B) Example of temporary station 

Figure 34: Cocked Hat watch house location and plans. Photos by Darren Watton and plans from Tas Library. 

7.8.6 Nottmans Convict Station (NCS) 
 

The NCS was a road station built in the 1830s. Nottman refers to the overseer (known to be particularly harsh 

– see Section 7.7.4) who was in charge of the station (and others in the area). Figure 35 shows It’s likely 

location. John Dent (who has visited the site) remembers many artefacts on the ground here. It is possible that 
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this site is the one recorded as the KMCS on the ELWS datasheet (Pl. Id. 11063). Not far from here 

is the ELWS original route and a convict-built bridge over Jingler’s Creek at Relbia. 

 

 
A) NCS site on Relbia Road 

Figure 35: location of Nottman’s Convict Station. Photo by Darren Watton. 

7.8.7 Kerry Lodge Convict Station (KLCS) and Kerry Lodge Bridge 
 

The KLCS was built near Jingler’s Creek in 1835 to house convicts constructing the Kerry Lodge Bridge (Figure 
36). Later it housed convicts employed breaking rocks near the Perth and Morven Road (Newitt 1988). This 

station has been recently excavated by Eleanor Casella and Figure 36 shows some of the artefacts recorded 

there (courtesy John Dent 2019). Figure 36 also shows the site of the KLCS and the convict made Kerry Lodge 

Bridge. 

 

 
A) Possible KLCS site 

 
B) KL Bridge 
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C) KL Bridge and Jingler’s Creek 

 
D) Hammer from the KLCS site 

 
E) Nails, button and ceramic at the KLCS site 

 
F) Button from the KLCS site 

 
G) Hoe at the KLCS site 

 
 

 Figure 36: KLCS site and artefacts and KL bridge. Photos by Darren Watton 2019 and John Dent 2018. 

7.8.8 Perth Convict Station (PCS) 
 

The PCS was built in 1837 to construct the Perth Bridge, roads and local infrastructure. It was built on the 

eastern side of the South Esk River opposite the township of Perth. This area is the site of the earliest crossing 

of the South Esk River (prior to the bridge construction there was a punt located here) and it was listed for sale 

to private interests (along with other CSs) in 1854. The site of the PCS has been highly disturbed by the 

development of the Sustainable Forests tree propagation buildings and other infrastructure. However, there 

are two early buildings still standing here (probably the Commandant’s Cottage and a store building) that most 

likely date to the 1830s/1840s. Convicts were used in this area for a reasonably long time and further 

investigation would possibly indicate many more buildings with convict associations (on both sides of the 

river). Also in the area (about 100m south of the CS location) are the ruins of the Esk Brewery built in the late 

1800s and it is likely that other archaeological remains exist here such as the watch house (built near the punt 
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access to the river), the police station, the convict cells (shown in the 1858 plan below – Figure 
37) and military buildings associated with the earliest crossing of the river (the military were 

established here possibly as early as 1814) (Watton 2018). Figure 37 shows the location of the 

PCS in a plan dated 1858. 

   

 
                       Figure 37: Plan of the PCS and surrounds from 1858. Source: Tas Library. 

8 Methodology 
8.1 Overview 

The methodology used in the KMCS excavations is detailed in the relevant SHAP and AMS completed by 
Southern Archaeology (see Section 12) and followed standard archaeological procedures (Southern 
Archaeology 2018, 2019; Burke and Smith 2006).  
 

8.2 Machine excavation 

A 5-ton excavator with a 1200mm bucket and experienced operator was deemed appropriate for the nature of 

this excavation, site size and ground conditions. The following summary describes excavation methods. 

 

• Machine excavation was undertaken in 100mm spits with constant monitoring.  
• When features were encountered hand excavation methodology was employed. 
• Artefacts recorded by spit or recorded in situ where possible.  
• Artefacts collected, bagged and recorded as described below. 
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8.3 Hand excavation 

Where features were encountered, excavation proceeded by hand, with features exposed and 

recorded in the following manner: 

 

• Foundations exposed, cleaned and explored to identified basal levels where possible. 
• Surfaces cleaned and exposed. 
• Associated artefacts located and recorded in situ where possible.  
• Artefacts collected, bagged and recorded as described below. 

 

8.4 Sieving 

Sieving was undertaken of approximately 5% of excavated material in the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations, 

either hand sieved, or using a mechanical vibrating sieve, both with 5mm mesh. 
 

8.5 Artefact recording, collection and cataloguing 

Artefact recording, collection and cataloguing followed procedures set out in the AMS (2018 – See Section 12) 

completed by Southern Archaeology. This generally involved: 

 

• Recording of artefacts according to feature and context and in situ where possible.  
• Bagging of artefacts labelled with feature, context, date of collection and any other relevant 

information. The area was divided into grids during the KMCS3 excavation and this was also included 
on bags as addition identification of location. 

• Cataloguing artefacts in an excel spreadsheet (see Appendix 2 – Artefact Catalogue). 
 

8.6 Excavation variables 

Excavation methodology was adjusted with each stage of this project. Adjustments were made considering the 
most appropriate method for each stage and such changes were approved by the CoL, the landowner and HT 
(HT, accompanied by Denise Gaughwin (THC member), visited the site on at least two occasions during the 
KMCS3 excavation). This section is provided as a summary of adjustments made and should be considered as 
additional to the original AMS document. 
 
The following variables influenced these decisions: 
 

• Time and budget constraints. 
• The timing of a nomination for site listing. 
• Error in the north arrow orientation of the original plans. 
• Resultant difficulties in site location. 
• The presence of other historic features beyond those identified in the original plans. 
• The ephemeral, fragmented nature of many features. 
• Unexpected problems and safety concerns, specifically concerning contaminated water around drains 

in T8 and the fragility of the reservoir. 
• Weather and climatic conditions. 

 

8.6.1 Methodology variables: KMCS1 excavation 
 
The original test pitting program methodology was followed for this excavation. The twelve linear machine 
trenches revealed no features or artefacts associated with the KMCS. 
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8.6.2 Methodology variables: KMCS2 excavation 
 
Initial machine trenches were excavated as planned, targeting identifiable surface features, artefact scatters 
and sub surface gravel layers observed in the road cutting. Hand excavation was undertaken around features 
identified as intended. Multiple extensions and further trenches were excavated in attempt to ascertain 
feature extent. Trench extensions were also responsive to the extent of artefacts encountered sub-surface. 
Further trenches were added to the program due to the inconclusive nature of the findings. Due to the lack of 
any clarity around the station orientation, further test trenches were opened in areas outside of the main 
station complex. This included a network of test trenches in attempt to locate the Commandant’s Cottage, to 
explore an apparent dump area (TP5) and in response to landscape changes. Several pits were dug surrounding 
the target area in search of other outlying features. 
 

8.6.3 Methodology variables: KMCS3 excavation 
 
In this final stage, an excavation grid system was adopted, with HT and CoL approval, to facilitate greater 
control over an open area excavation. A 4x4m grid suited the machine size and reach and allowed more 
systematic excavation over a wider area, considering the size and scale of the task to locate the KMCS. This 
system also supported more accurate site mapping, artefact location and recording in general. 

9 Results 
 

The following results are recorded in the following section for the KMCS excavations: 

 

• Maps and plans of the excavations which contextualise and document the KMCS1, KMCS2 and KMCS3 

excavations.  

• Survey plans produced by PDA surveyors (2018; 2019). 

• Drone footage of the KMCS3 excavation. 

• Maps of the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations with overlays. 

• An overview of the KMCS1 excavation. 

• Stratigraphic tables containing features, contexts and interpretative information on the KMCS2 and 

KMCS3 excavations. 

• Artefact analysis. 

• Backfilling of the KMCS site (with geo-tech over major features). 

 

9.1 Results: Archaeological excavation plans and maps 

The following plans and maps (Figure 38 to Figure 40) provide a guide to the excavation of the KMCS: 

 

9.1.1 KMCS1 Excavation 
 

The test trenches excavated in the KMCS1 excavation are shown below in Figure 39 (Southern Archaeology 

2018). Note that the location of the KMCS is incorrect as this was the location proposed at the time. 
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Figure 38: KMCS1 test trenches and proposed approx. location of KMCS. Compiled by Darren Watton using QGIS 2018. KMCS2 Excavation.
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The KMCS2 trench plan is shown below in (Figure 39 and Figure 40). Figure 39 details the search for the extent 

of the KMCS based on the bluestone foundations (F1 – ‘oven’) and the north arrow shown in the original 1838 

plan. Figure 40 shows the search for the Commandant’s Cottage based upon the distance from the bluestone 

foundation (F1) matched to the 1838 plan. 
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Figure 39: Location of trenches in the KMCS2 excavation based on bluestone foundations (F1)). Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe Illustrator 2019. 
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Figure 40: Commandant’s Cottage KMCS2 search trench plan. Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe Illustrator 2019.
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9.1.2 KMCS3 Excavation 
 
Details regarding KMCS3 trenches are shown in Figure 41 to Figure 44. The KMCS was excavated in 4m by 4m 
grids as shown in Figure 41 and Figure 43. This was useful in tracking excavations over a large area and 
assisted mapping particular features and managing artefact locations. It enabled planning, orientating and 
formalising the excavation sequence over such a large area in a limited time. The trenches excavated at the 
two final sites are shown in Figure 42 and Figure 44. Figure 42 indicates the initial excavation sequence based 
on the first alternative orientation, with features found eventually determined to be the remaining sections of 
the Commandant’s Cottage stables (F5 cobble surface), the associated kitchen (F59 in MTP3), associated gravel 
surface (F18), access road (F25) and other unknown outbuildings (F29 and F24). Testing of the second 
orientation in KMCS3T7 revealed features and artefacts consistent with early occupation (Figure 44). The extra 
5 days excavation was then used to excavate areas KMCS3T8 and T9 (the convict station – Figure 44). 
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Figure 41: Field sketch of the KMCS3 excavation area at western side of site (i.e. Commandant’s Cottage). Map by Darren Watton using TouchDraw on IPad 2019. 
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Figure 42: Trench plan KMCS3 west excavation (Commandant’s Cottage). Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe Illustrator 2019. 
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Figure 43: Field sketch map of KMCS3 excavation at eastern end of site (i.e. convict station site). Map by Darren Watton using TouchDraw on IPad 2019. 
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Figure 44: Trench plan KMCS3 east excavation (convict station site). Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe Illustrator 2019.
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9.1.3 Results: Survey Plans (prepared by PDA surveyors) 
 
The following survey plans (Figure 45) have been prepared by PDA surveyors for the KMCS site. They detail the 
locations of trenches, features and other items recorded in the excavation. 
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A) Survey plan of the KMCS3 convict station site showing trenches and features 
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B) Survey plan showing the KMCS3 excavation of the Commandant's Cottage and surrounding area (features and trenches). 
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C) Survey plan showing results of both the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations 
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D) Survey plan showing the results of the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavation overlayed on the 5 Dundas St subdivision 
Figure 45:. Survey plans of the KMCS site. Source: PDA Surveyor 2018/2019. 
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9.1.4 Drone footage 
 
The following drone images overview the site (Figure 46). Extensive drone still and video imagery was taken by 
Southern Archaeology during the excavation to record the KMCS excavation extent. 
 

 
A) KMCS3 excavation looking south 

 
B) KMCS3 excavation looking northwest 

 
C) KMCS3 excavation looking north east 

 
D) KMCS excavation looking west 

 
E) KMCS3 excavation looking northwest 

 
KMCS excavation (F52 & F53 walls) looking east 

Figure 46: Drone footage of the KMCS site. Photos by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro drone 2019. 
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9.1.5 Results – KMCS2 and KMCS3 maps with KMCS overlays 
 
Figure 48 to Figure 49 are maps showing the total area excavated in KMCS2 and KMCS3. These 
figures also show the approx. location of the convict station and the Commandant’s Cottage based upon the 
1838 plan and features uncovered during the excavation. Figure 47 is a GIS map showing the features of the 
KMCS excavation. 
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Figure 47: GIS map of the KMCS excavation. Compiled by Darren Watton using QGIS 2019.
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Figure 48: sketch overlay of likely orientation and location of KMCS and Commandant’s Cottage in relation to existing subdivision road. 
Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe Illustrator 2019. (NOT TO SCALE). 

 
Figure 49: Sketch overlay of the KMCS 1838 plan and areas excavated). Map by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro Drone and Adobe 
Illustrator 2019. (NOT TO SCALE).
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9.2 Results: KMCS1 excavation  

The possible location of the KMCS was identified as at 24 Raglan St., Kings Meadows. This was within an area 
still to be approved for a residential subdivision. It was apparent that if features associated with the KMCS 
were present on site, then this development may significantly impact this heritage. As a result, Southern 
Archaeology completed a Statement of Archaeological Potential (SHAP) and Archaeological Method Statement 
(AMS) to highlight the potential archaeology that might be impacted subsequent development. The 
expectation of limited time and funding guided this SHAP and influenced decisions made under the AMS.  

On the 25th May 2018 Southern Archaeology completed a preliminary reconnaissance survey of the block, 
which involved walking transects and included a metal detection program of certain areas of the site. From the 
28th to the 30th of May Southern Archaeology completed a test pitting program at the site as per the AMS brief 
(2018). A total of 12 linear test trenches were dug during the KMCS1 excavation, exploring possible locations 
for the main station complex, and the associated Commandants Cottage. 
 
The test pitting program failed to locate the KMCS site on the Raglan St. block. However, further research and 
survey suggested the KMCS site likely existed on the adjacent block (to the east) over Raglan Street at 5 
Dundas St. Kings Meadows. This block is part of a separate subdivision development, already under DA 
approval. 
 
Recommendations were made in a subsequent interim report (KMCS1 Excavation Brief, Southern Archaeology 
2018) to excavate the site at 5 Dundas St. Kings Meadows. 
 
No features or artefacts were found during the KMCS1 excavation at Raglan St, Kings Meadows. However, 
surface artefacts and visible foundations were recorded at the 5 Dundas St., property, within and near a fresh 
road cutting. Table 5 shows the artefacts recorded. In particular, art. No. 2 (spoon – 1847-1874), hand-wrought 
nails (pre-1850), early black glass bottle finishes and bases (pre-dating 1885), and a marked brick fragment 
(ED - 1820-1840), indicated early occupation of this site and the likely presence of the KMCS or alternative 
convict-built structure. 
 

ART 
No. 

Fabric Activity Identification No. Dates 

1 metal non-ferrous domestic thimble 1   

2 metal non-ferrous domestic Spoon.handle fragment 1 1847-1874 
3 metal ferrous structural nail.square shank tapered 1 pre 1850 
4 metal ferrous structural nail.square shank tapered.rose head 1 pre 1850 
5 metal ferrous structural nail.encrusted.unknown 1   
6 metal ferrous structural nail.long.encrusted.unknown 1   
7 glass diet bottle finish fragment.applied lip 2 pre 1885 
8 glass pharmace

utical 
bottle base fragment.crude pontil  1 pre 1885 

9 glass diet bottle body fragments.heavy black 5   
10 glass diet base fragments.faceted. tumbler or 

vase 
2   

11 glass diet bottle body fragments.green.heavy 1   
12 glass diet bottle body 

fragment.faceted.tumbler or vase 
1   
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13 ceramic/porcelain domestic Holloware fragments utilitarian ware 4   
14 ceramic/earthenware domestic Holloware fragment utilitarian ware 13   
15 ceramic/earthenware domestic Holloware fragment utilitarian 

ware.mark 
1 pre 1880 

16 clay structural brick fragment.convict.engineer dept 1 pre 1840 
17 clay structural brick fragment. convict.narrow form 1 pre 1870 
18 bone domestic bone pieces.bird 2   
19 terracotta plumbing pipe.narrow dia.3 inch 5 Pre-1900 
20 metal non-ferrous diet barrel hoop fragments 2 Pre-1900 
21 Inorganic ebonite military Scale ruler fragments, ARMY&NAVY 2 1860-1920 

Table 5: Surface artefacts recorded at the 5 Dundas St., subdivision. 

9.3 Results KMCS2 Excavation 

The KMCS2 archaeological excavation was completed between 25th October and the 2nd of November 2018 
The excavation was guided by the preparation of a SHAP and AMS documentation (Southern Archaeology 
2018) supplied to the CoL and HT.  
 
The aim of this excavation was to locate the KMCS and associated Commandant’s Cottage, and to gather as 
much information as possible given the time and budget allocated to the work. Given the expectation that this 
site would likely be destroyed by subsequent (DA approved) development, archaeological recording and 
salvage was the primary goal. The project involved seven (7) days archaeological excavation, with six (6) days 
allocated for machine and hand excavation, and one (1) day backfilling.  
 
The excavation initially focussed on exploring an orientation of the KMCS plan based on the discovery of key 
surface features identified, including a bluestone foundation (F1) part of a brick reservoir (F2), exposed gravel 
surfaces (F18 and F19) and in situ and scattered artefacts identified in and around the subdivision road cutting 
and within associated spoil piles. 
 
A total of 22 primary trenches were dug (including extensions). A further 11 test pits were dug to determine 
subsurface artefact scatter, and feature, extent beyond the target excavation area. 
  

9.4 Excavation Summaries: KMCS2 

The following is a complete summary of results for all trenches (Trenches 1-22 and Test Pits 1-11) under the 
KMCS2 excavation, including reference to features located and initial interpretations. 
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 30m width 1.2m Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

Trench 1 (TR1) extended from surface feature of bluestone foundations (3.8mx4.2m) 
in a north westerly direction. TR1 was initially planned to locate the southern corner 
and extent of the KMCS (north arrow aligned with 1838 plan). The F1 bluestone 
feature was used as a starting point, with its size and orientation suggesting it may be 
the foundation of a feature named as ‘oven’ on the 1838 KMCS plan. Anecdotal 
evidence suggested this was the location of a bakery in the area, operating in the mid 
1900s, and still in existence as a building (observable in the 1946 aerial) until the mid 
1980s. The SE-NW orientation of TR1 was chosen to search for a greater 
concentration of possible rooms along that perimeter, a deduction from the existing 
1838 KMCS plan. Excavation was carefully undertaken by spit (10cm depths), seeking 
contextual changes or artefact types or concentrations suggesting room foundations, 
postholes, fireplaces, wall or entry locations or external features such as pathways, 
road surfaces, walls, drains etc. With no other features as a guide, flags were used to 
mark possible room transition points. Continued extension of TR1 was undertaken as 
TR14 and TR15. Sieving of a 5% sample of spoil was later undertaken to retrieve 
further artefactual evidence. 
 

Features F1 heavy bluestone foundation and F11 modern steel pipe. 

Cultural Material 

48 artefacts were recovered evenly distributed along T1, including a range of 
domestic, work and building-related items such as ceramic, bottle and flat (window) 
glass, ferrous objects such as nails (one hand-made), a ceramic child’s doll hand and a 
steel wedge. Some pre-1885 items (handmade bricks, marked bricks and black bottle 
glass) were noted in the fill above the steel pipe (F11). Date ranges indicate a pre 
1920 origin for the majority of items. Artefacts were collected, bagged and labelled 
according to their location as indicated by the plan layout and flagged transitions. 
Artefacts were typically found in the lower zones of the topsoil context, closer to, or 
on the surface of basal clays. This topsoil layer ranged from 100-150mm in depth. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS would 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. The heavy nature of F1 foundations suggests this feature has likely been 
avoided to some degree as it is both visible on the current surface, and extensive in 
depth. In addition, anecdotal evidence shows this feature (and an adjoined structure 
to the west) was still in use in the mid 1980s. 
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Apart from the bluestone foundations (F1) at the southern end (later excavated more 
extensively in TR7 and TR8), the only other feature located in T1 was a modern steel 
water pipe (F11), overlaid by fill including handmade bricks and some marked bricks.  
Significant quantities of historic artefacts were located in all areas of TR1 at depths 
typically around 100mm. Concentrations, and the continual presence of artefacts 
found, suggested former buildings likely existed somewhere in this area, although no 
evidence of buildings such as foundations or fireplaces were found for the greater 
part of TR1, (later excavations of TR14 and TR15 (extensions to TR1) revealed a brick 
feature and barrel suggesting a possible alignment but this is conjecture). Other 
evidence of architectural material (i.e. nails, window glass) was notably lacking. The 
extensive scattering of artefacts, combined with lack of discovery of substantial 
building fabric (other than the bluestone foundation (F1)) suggests the likelihood of 
disturbance from historic clearing of land for farming purposes, and from ongoing 
farming practice (i.e. ploughing and clearing). Such disturbance may have relocated 
artefacts from other areas nearby and resulted in both horizontal and vertical 
movement. Reuse of materials (associated with a structure of the KMCS) is suggested 
in the fill material type overlaying the steel pipe (F11). 
 

Trench 1 
 
Location: TR1 is here 
marked (along with 
the wider and later 
TR15) running NE 
from the oven Feature 
F1, and terminating at 
the road cutting at the 
bottom of the image 
here.  
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 1 
Start of excavation.  
Bluestone 
foundations of feature 
(F1) seen here within 
the enclosure of the 
range poles. TR1 
extended NW, to left 
of this shot. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 
 

 

Trench 1 
F1 bluestone 
foundation looking 
SW. TR1 excavation 
commenced beyond 
the right hand edge of 
the foundations. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
1/11/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 1 and 10 
TR1 Location in 
relation to other 
trenches and some 
nearby features F1 
(oven) F6 and F16 
(ephemeral walls) and 
F9 (brick step).  
The initial 5m of TR1 
seen here to the right 
of F1 foundations.   
 
(Photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 

 
KMCS2 Trench 2 (includes TR11, TR18, TR18 extension)  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length: 35-40m width: 1.2m (various)  Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

TR2 extended from the bluestone foundations (F1 - 3.8mx4.2m located in TR1) in a 
north easterly direction, seeking contextual changes or artefact types or 
concentrations suggesting room foundations, postholes, fireplaces, walls or entry 
locations or external features such as pathways, road surfaces, walls, drains etc.  TR2 
was further extended as TR11, continuing as a 1.2m wide Trench all the way to TR3, 
or the potential NE corner of the KMCS. With no other features as a guide, flags were 
used to mark possible room transition points considering the bluestone feature (F1) 
potentially marking the KMCS oven on the 1838 plan. Excavation terminated 35m NE 
from the bluestone feature F1. TR18 was later dug in parallel to TR2, further exploring 
extent of any possible features in this area. Mechanical Sieving of 30% of excavated 
material was undertaken for TR2, and artefacts were salvaged along the length of all 
Trenches. 
 
 

Features F8 Fine round/ sub-rounded quartzite gravel surface located at NE end of TR2. 
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Cultural Material 

34 artefacts were recovered evenly distributed along TR2, including almost 
exclusively domestic items such as ceramic and bottle glass. Flat glass fragments and 
a clay smoking pipe stem fragment were also found. Date ranges indicate a potential 
occupation period pre-1920, with some potential early dates for some of the ceramic 
fragments, and 5 beer bottle fragments from later period (1933-1948). Artefacts were 
collected, bagged and labelled according to their location as indicated by the plan 
layout and flagged transitions. Artefacts were typically found in the lower zones of 
the topsoil context, closer to, or on the surface of basal clays. This topsoil layer 
ranged from 100-150mm in depth. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth (plough zone). Feed cropping 
was known to have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact 
scatter patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts 
(horizontal and vertical movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is 
likely across the study area. 

Results & (and T18) 
Interpretation 

No discernible features were located in TR2.  Significant quantities of historic 
artefacts were located in all areas of TR2 at depths typically around 100mm. 
Concentrations, and the continual presence of artefacts found, suggested possible 
former buildings existed in this area, although no evidences of buildings were found. 
Fine gravel deposits were encountered at the NE end of this Trench, showing no clear 
pattern of deposition. This was later determined as likely road base material 
associated with a farm access track indicated on the 1946 aerial image. Other 
evidence of architectural material (i.e. nails) was notably lacking. The extensive 
scattering of artefacts, combined with lack of discovery of building fabric (other than 
the bluestone foundation – F1) suggests the likelihood of disturbance from historic 
clearing of land for farming purposes, and from ongoing farming practice (i.e. 
ploughing and clearing). Such disturbance may have relocated artefacts from other 
areas nearby and resulted in both horizontal and vertical movement.  
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KMCS2 Trench 1 (Bluestone foundation to road) 
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 2 
Location: TR2 is here 
marked running NW 
from the oven Feature 
F1, extended as TR11 
and terminating at the 
top left of the image 
here. T18 runs parallel 
to TR2/11 (below in 
this image), with an 
extension running 
across between TR11 
and TR13.  
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
 
 
 

 

Trench 2 
T2 Location in relation 
to other trenches and 
some nearby features 
F1 (oven) F6 and F16 
(ephemeral walls) and 
F9 (brick step). 
 
(Photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 
 

 
Table 6: KMCS2 Trench 2 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 3  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 5m width 2m (2x1m extension) Max Depth: 500mm 

Description 

TR3 was an attempt to locate the Eastern corner of the KMCS (in particular the toilet 
block, cesspit and convict cells as marked on Babington’s 1838 KMCS plan) using the 
bluestone foundation ‘oven’ as a baseline for measurements and alignment. A 
sondage was also dug in TR3 to confirm basal clays had been reached and eliminate 
the likelihood of the cesspit being located here.  

Features n/a 

Cultural Material artefacts were limited but included mainly ceramics and bottle glass. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area. Artefact scatter patterns and shallow topsoil 
depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) and some 
damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

TR3 was an attempt to discover the eastern extent of the KMCS. No evidence of 
either the toilet block, cesspit or corner of convict cells was found in TR3. Yellowish 
brown basal clays were reached at 150mm and confirmed as continuing below this 
level. 

Trench 3 
Location.  
 
TR3 is here marked in 
the eastern corner, at 
top left of this image.  
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
 

                               

 
Table 7: KMCS2 Trench 3 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 8m width 6m Max Depth: 2m 

Description 

Trench 4 stemmed from the discovery of a brick feature visible on the southern side 
of the road cutting (see image below), aligning with a circular feature visible in the 
1946 aerial image and identified as a possible reservoir. With the site label of F2, the 
upper surface of the feature was excavated by hand revealing a circular form of 
approximately 6.5m diameter.  An area surrounding the feature was excavated at the 
level of the upper brick course. Material was excavated from one portion of the 
structure with the aim of determining depth and construction details, with samples of 
material sieved as any contextual change was noted. Excavation terminated at a brick 
base. Due to instability of the structure, water seepage, time available, and the 
overall depth of the excavation (i.e. safety concerns regarding working at depth and 
within confined spaces) excavation was limited. Care was taken to limit the 
disturbance to potential in situ material. Following recording, the reservoir was 
backfilled. 

Features F2 hand-made brick reservoir. 

Cultural Material 

The reservoir appeared to have been backfilled at some point, with large volumes of 
fill material including some building materials and other items, possibly from a later 
period in the 1900s. Materials included milled timber fragments, a large quantity of 
machine made (frogged) bricks with adhered plaster and green paint, a very large 
steel flywheel and later bottle glass. Fill material also included some earlier items 
such as heavy black bottle glass, a clay pipe stem fragment, two horse shoes, two 
plain handmade bricks and one marked convict-made brick. 

Disturbance 

High degrees of disturbance are evident here with fill events and the destruction of at 
least half of the reservoir structure by the modern road cutting. Some collapse of the 
remaining structure is evident. Some lower context fill may remain in situ although 
spring water intrusion was an obvious disturbance factor here. It is likely that farming 
activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will have caused disturbance 
at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to have occurred across the 
study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns and shallow topsoil depth 
suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) and some 
damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study area. 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Excavation revealed the wall structure, and briefly revealed a brick base (awash with 
incoming water). The structure was found to be around 1.8m deep (from the existing 
top course of bricks) and approximately 6.5m wide (estimated from the remaining 
curvature). Spring water intrusion began as a steady flow through the wall at around 
the 1.6m depth.  A brief glimpse of the reservoir floor showed laid bricks at an angle 
across the base. Excavation around the outside of the reservoir reached basal clays at 
around the 100-150mm mark as elsewhere on the site. Bricks are laid in a double 
skin, in English Bond formation, tightly laid with no mortar. The reservoir is 
constructed of sandstock hand-made bricks although of higher quality and different 
size (average 208x102x70mm with variation typical of hand-made bricks) than the 
convict marked bricks found elsewhere on site (average 225x105x64mm), and with 
no government markings (some thumb prints were noted). The tight appearance of 
basal clays around the structure indicates this was perhaps dug into clay base 
material, constructed from the inside, with no cut evident in surrounding clays in this 
first excavation. The clay packing likely served as a sealant on the outside. Similar 
water intrusion occurred in Trench 7 and Trench 1 at around 1m depth beneath the 
bluestone foundation of F1. Mechanical Sieving of 5% of excavated material was 
undertaken. Lighter clays evident generally beyond 1m depth in some areas of the 
site (i.e. surrounding F1) are suggestive of the presence of ground water. 
 
The reservoir structure appears to have been constructed at a different time to other 
elements of the convict station found, with use of hand-made bricks mostly lacking 
obvious markings apart from the very occasional thumb print. Use of these hand-
made bricks and construction method suggests pre-1880 construction (therefore a 
date range for construction is likely to be late 1830s (after KMCS construction) to the 
1880s). Despite the reservoir not being indicated on the 1838 KMCS plan, such a 
feature may have been present on such a site, with the nearest known water source 
approximately 200m away (Kings Meadows Rivulet). 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4 
Location. 
TR4 (F2 Reservoir) can 
be seen at lower left 
of image. 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4 
End of excavation. F2 
(reservoir) as seen 
from the road cutting 
(facing east) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 

 
Trench 4 
Close view of F2 brick 
base. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
 
TR4 (F2 reservoir)  
 
Excavation in 
progress. View facing 
north west showing 
basal clay surface and 
reservoir upper 
surface prior to 
excavation of interior. 
Structure to the left of 
image missing/ 
damaged. Road 
cutting visible in 
background 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4  
 
Close view of 
surviving section of F2 
reservoir) showing 
bricks and coursing. 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
 
Trench 4 
 
Excavation in 
progress. View facing 
south east showing 2 
courses of brick in 
English Bond. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
25/10/2018) 

 
Table 8: KMCS2 Trench 4 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 1.2m variable Max Depth: 500mm 

Description 

Trench 5 (TR5) location was chosen to explore another brick feature (F3) and a 
terracotta pipe feature (F4) exposed in the bank of the road cutting, and severed by 
that cutting, 20m south west of TR4 (see images below of features as found). The 
table drain F3 and pipe course F4 was uncovered by hand, as was the relationship 
between the two. Extent was explored for both features through careful machine and 
hand excavation. Final excavation and artefact recovery in the area immediately 
surrounding and overlaying F3 was executed by hand and sieve. TR9 was an 
additional trench following the line of the F4 pipe, and tracking its reappearance over 
the other side of the road cutting. Trench 16 was a test trench uncovering an 
apparent continuation of F4 terracotta pipe, observed in the N-S road cutting 
approximately 50m to the east of T5. 

Features Features F3 (table drain) and feature F4 (terracotta pipe) were located in this trench. 

Cultural Material 

14 marked convict brick fragments (20% of total brick fragments) were found making 
up the F3 table drain. 48 artefacts were recovered from the area immediately 
surrounding or overlaying the table drain F3. These included mainly ceramic 
fragments and some bottle fragments.  There was a frequent finding of many 
unidentifiable thin rusted ferrous fragments (>50) close to the drain, suggesting a 
possible metal sheet drain cover. 

Disturbance 

The drains were both relatively undisturbed and in situ (within the section found). 
The topsoil layer here was generally thicker (250-300mm) than the average on site 
(100-200mm). The older table drain F3 was obviously damaged by both the terracotta 
pipe drain installation (F4) and its severing by the recent subdivision road cutting at 
its NW end. It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the 
KMCS will have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was 
known to have occurred across the study area. Artefact scatter patterns and shallow 
topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) 
and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study area. 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Feature F4 (terracotta pipe drain) intersects but sits at a lower level below the line of 
the F3 table drain. The cut for F4 can be seen through F3, indicating F4 is a later 
construction (see image below). The terracotta pipe segments (approx. 303mm 
length, outside dia. 100mm, inside dia. 70mm) were butt-joined and appear to be 
extrusion constructed, possible mid to late 1800s.  
The table drain was tracked east until its termination at around 10m from the road 
cutting. It does not appear on the northern side of the road cutting and terminates 
for no apparent reason at its southern end. It cannot be determined where it 
originates, but it is clear that it is towards a natural gully to the south west. Trench 
extension to the east and over the road to the west (as TR9) revealed a fall in this 
latter direction into this same gully, where the pipe terminates at a rubble sump. The 
percentage of marked convict brick fragments is similar to ratios of marked bricks 
found in other features of the site (F5 spoon drain within cobbled surface, F9 brick 
feature and F13 dump area). The F5 spoon drain, however, used whole bricks, with a 
percentage of these marked. 
 

Trench 5 
Location. 
T5 can be seen at 
lower center of image.  
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 
Trench 5 and 
extension (including 
road cutting) 
 
(Photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 
Trench 5 
 
Features (F3/F4 
above, and F4 below) 
as found in the 
southern bank of the 
road cutting (F3), and 
the ditch beside the 
road (F4). 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
29/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 
F3 and F4  
Excavation in progress 
facing south east. 
Table drain viewed 
from the road cutting. 
 
The table drain fill 
was also excavated. 
 
 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
29/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 5 (and TR9 and TR16)  
Excavation Results (Hand and Machine Excavation) 
Trench 5 
F3/F4 relationship. F3 
(table drain) can be 
seen here intersected 
by later terracotta 
pipe drain F4. Clays 
have reformed 
overlaying the pipe, 
disguising the cut. F3 
table drain is also 
seen intersected by 
the road cutting.  
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
29/10/2018) 
 

 

Table 9: KMCS2 Trench 5 summary. 

KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Dimensions  Length 5m width 6m Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

Trench 6 targeted observable features present in the road cutting. Artefacts and a 
crushed dolerite surface (100-150mm thick) was observed below the current topsoil 
layer (at 100-200mm depth) overlaying a river stone gravel layer and basal clay at a 
total depth of 350-400mm.  Excavation proceeded by machine initially with hand 
excavation following once the gravel and a cobbled surface was found. Sieving by 
table and mechanical sieve occurred during excavation.  

Features 
Trench 6 included feature F5, incorporating a cobbled surface and an associated 
hand-made, marked, brick spoon drain. This area was later further explored as 
KMCS3 T3, T4 T5 and T6 with more features located. 

Cultural Material 

Artefact density was very high in this location with structural and domestic items 
including hand-made and wire nails, bottle and window glass, ceramics and many 
other objects suggestive of a long period of occupation in this area. Many artefacts 
(including the hand wrought nails (pre-1850s), embossed shell edge ceramics (1804-
1860), large floral cobalt ceramics (popular 1830s), a fragment of large brush-strokes 
hand painted cobalt ceramic (1815 -1830), Chinese hand-painted porcelain (1804-
1840) and pre-1885 thick black bottle glass) suggest a pre-1850s presence here (likely 
to be associated with the convict period). 
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Although this area is 
unique in having materials and features in situ. The known presence of a recently 
removed old oak tree (with large, shallow root structure) may have aided in the 
preservation of the cobbled feature from farming activites. Damage to this area in 
general is likely due to the modern road cutting a few meters to the west of this 
feature.  

Results & 
Interpretation 

Trench 6 incorporated a cobbled surface and an associated spoon drain (F5) 
(approximately 3mx3m) and an extensive (5mx5m) gravel surface to the west, and 
visible in, and severed by, the road cutting).  
   
The cobbled surface and associated spoon drain have perhaps remained relatively 
undisturbed due to its location under a recently removed large oak tree (its size 
suggestive of at least a 100-year-old age (seen in aerial imagery and the remaining 
stump)). Preservation of this feature may also have been a result of its protection as 
part of a building which stood for some time (iuntil around the 1920s to 1930s and 
based on artefactual evidence (it is not present in the 1946 aerial)).  The use of 
cobbles and a drain here suggests this was a stable. There appears to be an extension 
(or division) to this surface, with a section added to an original cobbled area (evident 
by a change in quality and a straight join within the cobbled surface (see image 
below). This suggests use of the surface over a period of time or possible changing 
needs or a need for extension. It could also suggest a division here or stall within the 
stable). Two of the edges seem relatively intact with two being more fractured and 
damaged making it difficult to define a building or yard shape. Neither cobbles nor 
spoon drain bricks are bedded on mortar. There was some evidence of cement or a 
solidified lime-rich material overlaying some cobbles in a damaged area noted along 
the irregular north western edge of this feature. 
 
Density and types of artefacts here in all directions overlaying, and surrounding the 
cobbles, suggest occupation or use of this area over a long period of time and that 
this area may have incorporated more than just a stable. Artefact spread across TR6 
may also be a result of demolition spread from other areas. Dating of artefacts 
concluded that this area contained some of the oldest artefacts found during the 
KMCS2 excavation, with some ceramics found dating to likely early 1800s usage. 
These artefacts included hand painted Chinese porcelain (pre-1840), embossed shell-
edge ceramic (pre-1860), large floral design ceramic (popular in the 1830s) some 
hand-wrought nails (pre-1850) and thick black bottle glass (pre-1885). The intactness 
and hardness of surfaces, including a compacted dolerite stone layer, also suggests a 
building may have remained here for some time. In situ artefacts were found within 
cobbles and on or within the surface of the gravel.  
 
Marked convict bricks represent 26% of the total number of bricks and fragments for 
the spoon drain feature within F5. Other areas of the site also revealed marked bricks 
as a percentage of totals (F3 table drain in TR5, F9 brick feature in TR15 and F13 
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

dump area (TP5). These features appear related in time, although this is not able to 
be conclusively determined.  
 
At the time of the KMCS2 excavation, the cobbled feature appeared to be unrelated 
to the convict station structure with no reference to stables on the surviving plans 
apart from stables associated with the Commandant’s Cottage. This feature did not fit 
with 1838 plan orientation and was not consistent with the current consideration of 
the bluestone feature (F1) as the possible foundation of KMCS oven. In sum, these 
features F5 and F1 were in conflict. It was considered possible that this feature might 
pre-date the convict station, given the site’s earlier farming use and the presence of 
such early artefactual material or be an associated service or outbuilding to the KMCS 
structure (not shown on the 1838 plan).  
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 6 
Location. 
TR5 can be seen in the 
lower righthand 
corner of image.  
The second image 
show the cobble 
surface and spoon 
drain (F5) from above. 
The extension (or 
division) of the cobble 
surface can be seen. 
 
(Trench plans by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 1 
End of excavation 
(facing north). Looking 
across the gravel 
surface to the cobbled 
area and brick spoon 
drain. 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
30/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 6 
Top photo - Start of 
excavation. Looking 
east from the road 
cutting. Range poles 
mark the 10m spread 
of gravel surface seen 
in the foreground of 
this image. The 
excavator sits above 
the cobbled area 
found later.  
Second photo – 
looking southeast in 
road cutting. The 
artefact rich dolerite 
gravel surface can be 
clearly seen in the 
road cutting. 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 
27/10/2018 and 
Darren Watton 2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 6 
Stratigraphic profile 
(gravel surfaces below 
topsoil) as seen in 
road cutting, facing 
south east, 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
27/10/2018) 
 

 
 
Trench 6 
In situ artefacts (nail 
scatter, ceramic and 
other items) on gravel 
surface near the foot 
of the spoon drain. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
30/10/2018 

 

Table 10: KMCS2 Trench 6 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length: variable Width: 1.2m   Max Depth: variable to 1m 

Description 

Trench 7 was dug to explore the depth of the oven foundation (F1) and determine 
possible construction methods. Excavation terminated at 1.2m depth, encountering 
water and locating the basal course of bluestone foundations. Trench 8 was dug as an 
exploration of foundation depth for the bluestone foundation feature, comprising 
T8A (a 3x1m trench against the south western side of the foundation feature) T8B (a 
2x1m trench against the south eastern side of the foundation feature), and T8C 
(excavation over and between the interior ‘beams’ of the foundation feature). Hand 
excavation explored the nature of the internal beams. A final sondage was machine 
dug within the interior of the feature, to confirm basal depth within the interior of 
this feature and to look for artefactual material to determine age of the structure. 

Features F1 bluestone foundations 

Cultural Material 

Artefactual material from around the structure supported evidence found around this 
area (for example in TR1) that the feature was occupied around the late 1800s to the 
early to mid 1900s. One large pattern fragment of ceramic was found within the clay 
inside the structure (close to the top) but this fragment was not datable (although it 
is likely to be pre-1850) and it’s contextual location contentious because it was 
machine excavated. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 
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KMCS2 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Trench 7 was dug to a depth of 1.2m below the existing top course of bluestone 
foundation (F1).  Foundations were found to be dug into surrounding natural clays. At 
the 850mm level, water intrusion was rapid and found to settle at this level, in a 
similar manner to the water entering the reservoir (TR4) 50m to the north. At this 
850mm level, yellowish clays whitened to gley type clays (light coloured waterlogged 
clay soils typical of wetland or regularly submerged areas) suggesting that subsurface 
spring water is usually present here. This trench is testament to the massive nature of 
this foundation further supporting this as a foundational structure for a feature such 
as an oven (and causing considerable confusion as the dimensions and foundation 
type was consistent with the oven in the 1838 KMCS plan. Despite anecdotal 
evidence suggesting this was an oven with attached bakehouse (and in existence until 
the 1980s), its relationship to the KMCS remains unknown (It became clear in the 
KMCS3 excavation it was not the oven in the 1838 plan and it is possible it was built 
later using material from the KMCS oven – this is, however, speculative).  
 
Trenches 8 A and B confirm a likely continuation of foundation depth, as with TR7. 
Further exploration at depth was deemed unnecessary. TR8C (hand excavation) 
confirmed that the interior foundation ‘beams’ were only a shallow single course 
sitting directly on clay. The final sondage (machine) confirmed presence of sterile 
clays at depth between the outer walls immediately below a very shallow topsoil 
level. Some effort had been made in selecting suitable large corner stones, and in the 
laying of courses in general. The beams are a likely secondary internal support, 
significantly reducing overlaying beam spans for a very heavy structure of some form. 
Appearing in a 1946 aerial image as a room attached to another building suggests this 
is not a water tank stand, but likely an oven foundation. The mass and overall depth 
of the foundation supports this. 
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KMCS2 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 7 and 8 
Location. 
TR7 is located here to 
the NW of the 
bluestone foundation, 
here absorbed as part 
of the larger TR15 (the 
two were linked as 
TR15 was excavated). 
TR8 extended to the 
west and south of 
feature F1.  
 
(Trench plans by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 7 and 8 
End of excavation. 
TR7 beside north wall 
of oven  (facing  south 
west) 
 
Note: North arrow 

should align towards 

bottom left corner of 

board. 

 
 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
01/11/2018) 

                               

 
Trench 7 and 8 
Bluestone foundation 
F1 with TR8 in 
foreground and to 
right, and TR7 to the 
left. The hand-
excavated portion can 
be seen in the mid-
section of F1.  
 
Note: North arrow 

should align towards 

top left corner of 

board. 

 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
01/11/2018) 
 

 

Table 11: KMCS2 Trench 7 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 10  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Dimensions  Length 5m width 3.5m Max Depth: 500mm 

Description 
Trench 10 was dug to explore evidence of structure to the south/ south west of the 
bluestone foundation F1, as seen in this area in the 1946 aerial image. 

Features Foundation walls F6 and F16 

Cultural Material 
Artefacts included items predominately from the late 1800s to the early to mid 1900s 
(bottle and window glass, nails and ceramics).  

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Trench 10 exposed two shallow wall features F6 and F16 (see image below) which 
were parallel to, but offset from, the walls of the bluestone foundation F1. Both these 
foundational walls are roughly aligned bluestone blocks lying directly on basal clay.  
 
This lighter construction suggests this may be supportive wall sub-structure rather 
than directly load bearing, consistent with the belief of the KMCS being a largely 
timber structure. These walls may therefore have supported the spread load of a 
timber wall plate, also serving as a damp barrier, rather than supporting a masonry 
wall.    
 
This was Initially interpreted as modern structure which did not seem to tie in with F1 
and conflicted with the entire plan alignment and location of other features and 
spread of artefacts from NW to NE of this area (as per north arrow alignment on the 
1838 plan). Post-excavation analysis of artefacts and available site data and historic 
imagery has found these crude wall foundational elements to be potentially of far 
greater significance if Babington’s original 1838 KMCS plan was differently (and 
incorrectly) aligned (rotated with north to the west around 90°). Post-excavation 
scrutiny of a structure evident here in a 1946 aerial image (showing a larger building 
with a smaller attached extension) suggested F6 and F16 may be the foundations of 
the original bakehouse (the larger building), aligned with the ‘front’ of the oven 
(Bluestone foundation F1) as would be expected if both were original components. 
Overlaying the KMCS plan bakehouse and oven shows a remarkably close match to 
the 1946 structures. Further excavation was recommended with this new 
determination of possible realignment of the original plan (see plan realignment 
image at end of TR10 summary below). 
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KMCS2 Trench 10  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 1 and 10 
TR1 Location in 
relation to other 
Trenches and some 
nearby features F1 
(oven) F6 and F16 
(ephemeral walls) and 
F9 (brick step).  
The initial 5m of TR1 
seen here to the right 
of F1 foundations.   
 
(Photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 

 
Trench 10 
 
Shallow bluestone 
foundations F16 
exposed in TR10.   
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 
1/11/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 10  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 10 
 
Shallow bluestone 
foundations F6 
(above) and F16 
(below) exposed in 
TR10.   
Note: North Arrow 

should point to 

bottom left  

 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 
1/11/2018) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Plan Realignment 
(consideration after 
KMCS2 excavation) 
 
Image at right shows 
KMCS plan overlaying 
the 1946 aerial image 
at new possible 
orientation (north 
arrow here is shown 
pointing W around 
90°). The pair of 
buildings at lower 
right may be the 
original KMCS ‘oven’ 
(F1) and adjoining 
‘bakehouse’ (F6 and 
F16 walls)  

Table 12: KMCS2 Trench 10 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 12  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 10m variable Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 
Trench 12 extended in a NW to SE direction and attempted to locate evidence of 
convict cells or other artefactual evidence suggestive of occupation in this area. 
Excavation comprised approximately 150m2 to a maximum depth of 200mm. 

Features A gravel road surface F8 and drain with rock overlay F12 

Cultural Material 

Artefacts included a wide range of material spanning a long period. For example, 
metal tools, nails, thick black bottle glass (pre-1885), ceramics, the felt hat (pre-1900) 
and other bottle and window glass were found here. This was a mixture of structural 
and domestic elements. 

Disturbance 

Trench 12 (and TR13) were both impacted in places by a gravel road (F8), a modern 
farm track known to pass through this area. It is not known when this road was 
formed, but it does appear on the 1946 aerial image. It is likely that farming activity, 
in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will have caused disturbance at least 
to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to have occurred across the study area 
(anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests 
disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) and some damage to any 
surviving structures is likely across the study area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

TR12 found artefact trails and densities consistent with most other trenches in this 
area. No features associated with convict cell structures were found. A gravel road 
surface F8 and associated drain/ crossing (F12) was encountered and appeared 
consistent with a continuation of this track observed further east in the subdivision 
road cutting.  This track dates back at least to 1946 where it is seen in aerial imagery. 
TR12 included expansive extension areas as contextual change evidence was sought 
and artefacts were encountered. Depth of trench was to basal clays typically 150- to 
200mm below the current surface. Historic artefacts including an axe head and an old 
felt hat were located in the SE corner of Trench 12. Thick black bottle glass and other 
artefacts located in this area suggested early occupation was a possibility in this area, 
although a lack of any formed surfaces or foundations does not support this. 
 
The felt hat is currently in the possession of QVMAG for preservation, with early 
indications that it is of a rare and old construction type and form, likely blue or black 
as its original colour. There is no evidence to support this as a convict hat specifically. 
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KMCS2 Trench 12  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 12  
Location. 
 
TR12 covered a large 
area of the site, and 
extends from TR11 
across TR13, seen 
here as the largest 
non-uniform area on 
the plan. 
 
 
(Trench plans by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
 

                               

 
Trench 12 
 
An old felt hat, 
(curated and currently 
under restoration 
QVMAG.). Holes are a 
result of grub 
intrusion 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
27/10/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 12  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 12  
 
Drain (terracotta pipe) 
with overlaying rock 
capping, across gravel 
road/ trackway F8 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
1/11/2018) 
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KMCS2 Trench 12  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 12  
 
Aerial view showing 
F12 drain and F8 likely 
road alignment 
(dotted line). 
 
(photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 

 
Table 13: KMCS2 Trench 12 summary. 

KMCS2 Trench 13, (including TR14, TR18 and TR19)  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m   width 1.2m (variable) Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

Trench 13 was a further parallel trench to TR2/11 and TR18 running NE-SW and, 
further seeking contextual changes or artefacts suggestive of structures or surface 
differences. It was also completed to test the extent and purpose of the gravel 
surface (road – F8). Trench 13 was dug to 200mm max. (basal clay). Trench 14 was a 
N to W extension at the western end of TR13. Parallel trenches TR18 and TR19 also 
tested extent north from TR14. 

Features 
F9, a possible brick step or hearth, was located at the western end of Trench 13 and 
its extent explored as Trench 14. 

Cultural Material 
Artefacts included bottle glass and ceramic fragments. Marked bricks were also 
identified in the brick feature (F9). 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. Trench 13 and Trench 14 are both impacted in places by a gravel road (F8) - a 
modern farm track known to pass through this area (visible in the 1946 aerial). 
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KMCS2 Trench 13, (including TR14, TR18 and TR19)  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

TR13, TR18 and TR19 revealed no evidence of building structures. At the SW end a 
shallow feature comprising a single layer of brick fragment ‘cobbles’ including marked 
bricks, was labelled F9 and interpreted in the field as a possible doorstep or hearth, 
although no evidence of burnt material supported the latter. As a possible doorstep, 
its potential alignment with the F1 foundation east wall might suggest there was an 
opening to a possible (unidentified) building wing to the SW, and that both this 
feature and the barrel F10 (described under Trench 15 summary) might have been 
located along an original wall (possibly outside, and within KMCS courtyard space). 
No other evidence (i.e. walls or foundations) was found to support this. 
 
For this feature F9, Quantities of marked bricks were tallied (n=14) as a percentage 
(20%) of all bricks (n=69). Artefacts found at the same compacted level as the brick 
step or hearth F9 are supportive of both F9 and the artefacts being in situ. 
 

Trench 13, T14, T18 
and T19 location 
 
These Trenches tested 
an area between T1 
and T12, and are seen 
here running NE-SW . 
 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
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KMCS2 Trench 13, (including TR14, TR18 and TR19)  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 13 (and TR14) 
 
Feature 9, labeled in 
the field as ‘brick step’ 
seen here at the end 
of Trench 13 at right 
in this image  
 
 
(photo by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18) and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 

                                

 
Feature F9 
 
Cobbled brick feature 
resembling a step, or 
possible fireplace 
footing 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
1/11/2018) 
 

 
Table 14: KMCS2 Trench 13 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 15  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 1.2m variable  Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 
Trench 15 was dug parallel to Trench 1, perpendicular to the western end of Trench 
13, and aimed to confirm the possible presence of structures according to the 1838 
KMCS plan by expanding the width of Trench 1 along both sides. 

Features 

Feature F10, the remains of an in situ wooden barrel (and contents) was located in a 
position to the east of Trench 1 as marked on the trench plan. A modern drain (steel 
pipe F11) with backfill including hand-made brick fragments, was located at the 
northern end of Trench 15 near the road cutting.  

Cultural Material 

An in situ Barrel feature F10 was half-sectioned and excavated by hand, revealing 
artefacts including a complete bottle (1850-1885) and some hand-wrought nails (pre-
1850s). Other artefacts (including ceramic and bottle glass) were located along the 
trench. 

Disturbance 

Disturbance was evident with a modern drain cut at the western end of this Trench. It 
is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. The modern steel drain has involved a cut, and backfilling with a range of 
material including hand-made brick fragments. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

The remnant barrel F10, along with a feature to the south resembling a step or hearth 
(F9 - described under the Trench 13 summary), both appeared to line up 
approximately with the easternmost wall of bluestone foundation F1, suggesting both 
these features might have been located along an original wall (possibly outside, and 
within KMCS courtyard space). The in situ nature of the barrel (including ceramics, 
hand-made nails and a complete bottle as in situ artefacts within) suggests that this 
feature sat undisturbed (inside or outside) long enough to remain in the ground 
upright with only a portion of the barrel below topsoil level (in the clay) remaining. 
The presence of clays around its base also suggests it may have been originally dug 
into the ground, perhaps as a water catching device, indicative of a possible built 
structure being here. The lack of any structural remains, apart from the F1 bluestone 
foundation (and possibly the brick feature (F9)), leaves this possibility unsupported 
(although artefacts were present along the entire length of the trench). 
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KMCS2 Trench 15  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 15 
Location. 
 
Trench Plan, showing 
the location of T15 
running parallel and 
either side of T1, with 
bluestone foundation 
(F1), brick feature (F9) 
and barrel (F10) 
marked.  
 
 
(Trench plans by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 

              

 
 
                

Trench 15 
 
Stratigraphy of barrel 
excavation, showing 
barrel embedment 
80mm into basal clays 
(160mm below 
existing grass surface) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
31/10/2018) 
 

 



 

 
 
167 

KMCS2 Trench 15  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 15 
 
F10 barrel, half 
sectioned with in situ 
contents including a 
complete bottle 
within (above), and 
following excavation 
showing collapsed 
barrel rings and 
remnant wooden base 
and staves (below) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 
31/10/2018) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Table 15: KMCS2 Trench 15 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 17  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 10m width 1.2m Max Depth: 250mm 

Description 

Trench 17 followed a roughly E-W orientation and was an attempt to discover the 
northern extent of the KMCS and possible location of the mess hall/ chapel or convict 
cells in this area. No evidence of either was found in TR17, which followed on from 
other trenches (in particular Trench 12) in this general area. Yellowish brown basal 
clays were reached at around 150mm, with a deeper topsoil profile (250mm) towards 
the western end of the trench.   

Features No discernible features were located in this trench 

Cultural Material Limited artefacts were located in this trench and included ceramics and glass.  

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity, in the years since the construction of the KMCS, will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

No evidence of structures was found here. The lack of any such evidence does not 
necessarily mean buildings were not here as some buildings were known to be 
constructed of timber. Limited artefactual material here compared to other trenches 
does suggest this area may be more distant from built features. Artefacts may have 
been moved here through farming activity such as ploughing.  
 

Trench 17 
Location. 
 
 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 

                               

 
Table 16: KMCS2 Trench 17 summary. 
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KMCS2 Trench 20, TR21 and TR22 (and extensions)  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length and width variable Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

These were a series of trenches exploring the possible location of the Commandant’s 
Cottage, amounting to approximately 200m2 excavation area. The location of a 
remnant fireplace (F14) and associated artefacts in trench 20 and 21 resulted in 
further extent testing in the immediate area (see image below). 

Features The in situ remains of a fireplace were located and recorded as F14. 

Cultural Material 

A quantity of historic artefacts were located within and surrounding the fireplace 
feature F14, including some very early ceramics (Copeland and Garrett 1833-1847, a 
registration diamond ceramic piece (1852), embossed green shell edge ceramics (pre-
1840)), pipe stem fragments (pre-1915), a hand wrought nail (pre-1850) and thick 
black bottle glass (pre-1885). These artefacts and the fireplace feature seemed to 
support an early structure here. 

Disturbance 

The gully area 20m to the north of these trenches has been subject to changes over 
time such as fencing (evident in the 1946 aerial image), use as a drainage gully 
(evident by the termination of drain pipe F3 in this area), and more recent activity of 
tree removal, filling and levelling. 
 
It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 
 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Given the very shallow nature of the remnant fireplace found here (around 100mm 
below the current ground level), it seems ground disturbance in this immediate area 
has been extensive, and that this part of the site has probably been heavily cropped 
and disturbed by farming activities. Lack of any other supportive structural evidence 
here suggests this feature is all that remains of a likely (early) building. This may have 
been a small, temporary dwelling associated with the construction of the KMCS, or a 
small farm worker’s dwelling or other outbuilding. Its location does not fit with the 
orientation or layout of the KMCS plan as investigated in this excavation. Although 
targeting the location of the Commandant’s Cottage, the presence of the gully led to 
this test pitting further SW. Artefacts found here, concentrated around the fireplace, 
included older material such as pipe stems, green shell-edge ceramic (pre-1840) and 
black bottle glass.      
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KMCS2 Trench 20, TR21 and TR22 (and extensions)  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 20, 21 and 22 
Location. 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 

                               

 
 

Feature F14 
 
Remnant fireplace 
initially thought to 
belong to the 
Commandant’s 
Cottage, later 
reconsidered. 
(facing north west) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
2/11/2018) 
 

 
Table 17: KMCS2 Trench 20 to 22 summary. 
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KMCS2 Test Trenches TP1-TP11   
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length: variable width 1.2m Max Depth: 300mm 

Description 

Eleven further test trenches were dug (Trenches TP1 to TP11) to determine extent of 
artefacts and features beyond the focus area of investigation. Some of these trenches 
were dug to determine extent beyond the main activity area (TP1,2,3,4 and 10). The 
remainder were a complex of trenches in the area of a gully, either targeting the 
possible location of the Commandant’s Cottage in relation to the investigation of the 
current KMCS plan orientation (TP 1 and 11), or responding to larger concentrations 
of artefacts (TP5,6,7 and 8). TP1 in particular was excavated to test the boundary kick 
in the 1838 plan and investigated the possibility of a different orientation for the 
KMCS which was further tested in the KMCS3 excavation and found to be correct. TP1 
missed finding the KMCS by around 10 metres and is an indication of the disturbed 
nature of the site (i.e. features and artefacts were destroyed in the TP1 area). 
 

Features n/a 

Cultural Material 

Most artefacts were found in the gully trenches TP5, TP6, TP7 and TP8. The remaining 
trenches either had no artefacts present or fragmentary artefactual spread not 
associated with any feature. 
 

Disturbance 

There is a high likelihood of disturbance in this area. This gully has been subject to 
changes over time such as fencing (evident in the 1946 aerial image), use as a 
drainage gully (evident by the termination of drain pipe F3 in this area), and more 
recent activity of tree removal, back-filling and levelling. It may not have been a gully 
at the time of the construction of the KMCS, but this is unknown. 
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KMCS2 Test Trenches TP1-TP11   
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Trenches 1, 2 (to the north) and Trenches 3, 4 and 10 revealed either none, or very 
few, artefacts and no features. Any presence of artefacts in these outlying trenches 
was attributed to isolated deposition or movement from ploughing activities over 
time. 
 
TP 5, 6 7 and 8 explored a concentration of artefacts in the area of a gully shown in 
the image below by a line of trees. Trees had been removed and ground levelled at 
the time of excavation, with some existing spoil piles from the road cutting 
influencing trench locations. These artefacts included bottle glass, ceramic and a 
number of hand-made bricks, some with convict period markings. Artefacts were 
mostly concentrated within TP5. The depth and jumbled nature of artefact deposition 
here indicated that these artefacts were most likely deposited here in a fill event or 
events, which may have occurred any time since majority building abandonment in 
the mid to late 1800s. 
 
TP11 and 12 targeted the possible location of the Commandant’s Cottage without 
success in the anticipated area. However, further excavation to the south (exploring 
the extent of the gully artefacts), revealed the remnant fireplace F14 and associated 
artefacts resulting in the more systematic excavation of Trench 20, 21 and 22 as 
previously summarized. 
 
 
 

Test Trench  
Locations: 
 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton 
2/11/18) 

                               

 
Table 18: KMCS2 Test pit 1 to 11 summaries. 
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9.5 Feature Summaries: KMCS2  

KMCS2 Excavations resulted in the uncovering of a substantial number of features. These 
features are briefly described in the feature summaries table below.  
 

Ref Location Description Image 

F1 KMCS2 
Trench 1 

Bluestone foundations 
(see also KMCS3 Trench 1) 

 
F2 KMCS2 

Trench 4 
Brick reservoir 

 
F3 KMCS2 

Trench 5 
Brick table drain overlaying F4 
Evidence of possible metal capping 

 
F4 KMCS2 

Trench 5 
Terracotta pipe drain 
 

 
F5 KMCS2 

Trench 6 
Cobbled area with spoon drain 
Possible Commandant’s Cottage stable 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F6 KMCS2 
Trench 10 

Remnant foundation wall SW of F1 
(see also F16) 
F6 and F16 renamed as KMCS3 F20 

 
F8 KMCS2 

Trench 11 
Fine quartzite gravel road surface 
Small angular/ sub-angular to 30mm 
Part of same road in KMCS3 T2 (F25) 
 

 
F9 KMCS2 

Trench 14 
Brick fragment arrangement  
Near F10 barrel 

 
F10 KMCS2 

Trench 15 
Remnant wooden barrel base  

 
F11 KMCS2 

Trench 15 
Modern steel pipe with hand-made Brick 
backfill. 

No Image available 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F12 KMCS2 
Trench 12 

Terracotta (modern) pipe  
Overlaid by bluestone rock and brick  
 

 
F13 KMCS2 

Trench TP5 
Gully and artefact concentration  
500-600mm below ground surface 
Includes convict marked bricks 
Possible dump area 

 
F14 KMCS2 

Trench 20 
Trench 21 
Trench 22 

Remnant brick fireplace 

 
F15 KMCS2 

Trench 12 
Post NE of F12 wall 
Modern fence post 

 
F16 KMCS2 

Trench 10 
Remnant foundation wall SW of F1 
(see also F6) 
F6 and F16 renamed as KMCS3 F20 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F17 KMCS2 
Trench 5 

Large oak tree stump (at right in image) 
(Uprooted Dec 2018) 
Hole within KMCS3 T4 

 
F18 KMCS2  

Trench 6 
KMCS3 
Trench 3 
Trench 5 
Trench 7-9 

Dolerite Gravel surface 
Small to large (20 to 80mm), angular 
Includes artefacts on surfaces 
Includes brick fragments and other typical 
demolition rubble in places 
Found across all occupation areas 
Observed in road cuttings 

 
F19 Road 

cutting 
Rolled quartzite pebble layer 
Found within F18 surfaces 
Infrequent, observed in road cutting 
Small to medium, rounded 

 
Table 19: Features recorded during the KMCS2 excavation 

In the period not long after the KMCS2 excavation was completed (November 2018) a public nomination was 
put forward that the KMCS site be registered on the THR. Artefact analysis of the KMCS2 artefacts by Southern 
Archaeology (November 2018) indicated very early artefacts (i.e. hand painted Chinese porcelain, embossed 
shell edge ceramic, hand wrought nails and other items dating to pre-1860 – see Appendix 1 and 2) around the 
cobble surface (F5) and that the association of this area to the KMCS may be significant. Consideration was 
also given to two other possible orientations for the KMCS based on the bluestone foundation (F1), a boundary 
‘kick’ north of the excavation area and a gravel surface similar to that recorded around the cobble surface (F5) 
to the east of the excavation and within the road cutting. These were bold suggestions given that they relied 
upon the north arrow being incorrectly marked on the 1838 plan and the possibility that the bluestone 
foundation (F1) was not the ‘oven’ marked on the 1838 plan but in fact a second oven built later on the block. 
In order for all these possibilities to be ruled out a 3rd excavation (KMCS3) was required. 
 

9.6 Results KMCS3 Excavation 

The location of key features and artefacts during the KMCS2 excavation suggested at least part of the KMCS 
complex had been located, but results were inconclusive in terms of relating features to specific areas of the 
KMCS, according to Babington’s plans. The most notable features from the KMCS2 excavation included the 
bluestone foundation F1, the cobbled surface F5 and the reservoir F2. Of these, only the bluestone foundation 
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F1, resembling the plan size and form for the KMCS oven, appeared to relate to the anticipated 
KMCS orientation. The cobbled surface F5 was considered as a possible related feature but did 
not correlate spatially with F1. The reservoir F2, whilst historically of significance, did not appear 
on either of Babington’s 1838 plans.    
 
Further research and negotiations with CoL and HT were undertaken, with the agreement that further 
excavation was required to locate more features and explore different possible orientations to that indicated 
in the original plans. A nomination for site listing was raised at this time. Funding and time was allocated for 
the KMCS3 excavation. HT at this time also conducted extensive historical research, confirming the 
archaeological determination that this was the site of the KMCS (See Section 7.5). The land owner was 
consulted and a stop work was never imposed on the site by HT. 
 
The KMCS3 archaeological excavation was completed in April 2019. The excavation considered two (2) possible 
new orientations for the site. The first orientation again used the existing bluestone foundation F1 as an 
anchor point for a new excavation, to the west of the KMCS2 dig, with the chapel facing north west.  
 
The excavation involved seven (7) days archaeological excavation (machine digging combined with hand 
digging) to locate, salvage and gather as much information about the KMCS as possible in the period and 
within the budget allocated to the work. A further 5 days (machine digging combined with hand digging) was 
added to facilitate exploration of the third location and orientation, this time in the north eastern corner of the 
site, prompted by the discovery of further sub-surface gravel extent and artefact scatter, and necessitated by 
the lack of conclusive results from the first seven days. It was also agreed that any service trenches in areas 
likely to impact sub-service heritage would be explored during this excavation to ensure there were no 
historical features likely to be impacted by subsequent development works. The main aims of the KMCS3 
excavation were to:  
 

• Test two new orientation possibilities for the KMCS. 
• Confirm the location of the KMCS. 
• Record features and extent of the KMCS. 
• Locate, record and salvage associated artefacts. 
• Understand the significance of the site. 

 
9.7 Excavation Summaries: KMCS3 

The following set of tables is a complete summary of results for all trenches (initial test pits TP1 and TP2 and 
trenches 1-9) under the KMCS3 excavation, including reference to features located and initial interpretations. 
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KMCS3 TP1 and TP2 
Trench 1 Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 1m width 1m  Max Depth: 280mm 

Description 

With a shift in focus exploring a possible new alignment of the KMCS, excavation was 
planned for the area to the south of the bluestone foundation F1, assuming this 
might still be the oven foundation. Two 1x1m test pits were dug prior to excavation 
to explore the possible presence of cultural material in area to the south of the 
previous KMCS2 excavation. 

Features TP1 and TP2 contained no discernible features.  

Cultural Material 

Numerous artefacts were located in both Trenches, including brick fragments and 
bluestone rocks of varying size. Artefacts included leather boot fragments, a 
stoneware fragment (dated 1834 to 1861), bottle glass and ceramic. Initial results 
were encouraging but later extension of TP2 (within trench 2) showed this was most 
likely artefactual spread from the areas just to the north (i.e. the cobble surface and 
kitchen), or a dump area. 

Disturbance 

Disturbance was evident in both test pits with artefacts jumbled with rock and brick 
fragments but no definable surface. It is likely that farming activity in the years since 
the construction of the KMCS will have caused disturbance at least to ploughing 
depth. Feed cropping was known to have occurred across the study area (anecdotal 
evidence). Artefact scatter patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance 
of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) and some damage to any surviving 
structures is likely across the study area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

TP2 in particular showed promise, with the presence of artefacts including possible 
remnant structure (bluestone). TP2 was expanded as Trench 2, described in that 
summary. TP1 did not warrant further excavation (the area around it was explored as 
T6), although the presence of artefacts was a notable element. No clear surfaces 
were found in either test pit. 
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KMCS3 TP1 and TP2 
Trench 1 Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Test Pit 1 (TP1) and 
Test Pit 2 (TP2) 
 
Location. 
 
(Trench plan by 
Darren Watton using 
drone footage 
(2/11/18) and Adobe 
Illustrator) 
 
 

 
Test Pit 1 
End of excavation 
(facing north) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
18/02/2018) 
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KMCS3 TP1 and TP2 
Trench 1 Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Test Pit 2 
End of excavation 
  
TP2 with topsoil 
removed, showing a 
jumble of brick and 
basalt fragments. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
18/02/2018) 
 

 
 

Test Pit 2 
during excavation 
 
Leather boot 
fragments during 
excavation of TP2 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
18/02/2018) 
 

 
Table 20: KMCS3 Test pit 1 and 2 summary.  
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KMCS3 Trench 1  
Excavation Results (Machine and hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 12m width 8m Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

KMCS3 Trench 1 was excavated as six 4x4m squares (96m2) to locate known wall 
features F6 and F16 (from KMCS2 excavation) and determine the nature and extent 
of a known structure (from the 1946 aerial image) to the west of the former KMCS2F1 
feature (bluestone foundation).  This aerial image suggested that if this were the 
KMCS oven and bakehouse, then the whole KMCS plan orientation might be towards 
the south, with the north arrow incorrectly drawn on the plan. 

Features Wall foundations F20, F21 and F22 

Cultural Material 

Artefacts were located across Trench 1, with larger concentrations in the area 
bounded by E-W wall foundations F6/16 (renamed F20), F21, and the remnant return 
foundation F22 (within squares A, B, C and D). Artefacts included ceramic fragments, 
boot fragments, glass fragments and nails spanning well into the mid to late 1900s. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 
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KMCS3 Trench 1  
Excavation Results (Machine and hand Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Excavation of the foundations to the south of the F1 bluestone foundations appear to 
show the footprint of the building as seen in the 1946 aerial. Anecdotal evidence 
from a local resident suggests this was, around the mid 19th century, an oven and 
bake house, and later residence, for at least two tenants up until the mid 1980s. 
Artefactual dating supports this (AAR 2019). 
 
The ephemeral foundational walls F20, F21 and F22 are constructed of rougher and 
lighter bluestone than that used for the heavy foundation F1. These foundations are 
remarkably similar in dimensions for rooms adjoining the oven in the 1838 plan so 
caused some confusion in interpreting this section in early phases of the excavation. 
However, there was much conflicting evidence for this orientation of the convict 
station.  
 
The limited depth of these wall foundations supported a different, possibly later, 
construction date for these walls. The remnant brick pads (F23), located at the mid-
point between the outer walls, suggested they have supported a bearer for a timber 
floor structure or a dividing wall with bricks being a later (post 1880) machine-made 
frogged type. Below this level, a very compact surface suggested the possibility of an 
earlier dirt floor. A 1mx1m sondage found compact dirt and clay layers becoming 
increasingly sterile down to basal reddish-brown clay with no artefactual or other 
evidence for an earlier construction. 
 
Artefacts were limited, but showed some older, possible sub-floor items such as a 
leather slip-on type shoe and hand-made nails but this evidence did not continue into 
the C2 layer. The wide date range for artefacts supports a long occupation of the site 
and a focus of occupation after 1900 (outliers of the Box and Whisker Graph suggest 
late 1900 occupation). 
 
There was not substantial archaeological evidence to prove its use as a bakehouse, 
although the massive nature and form of the bluestone foundation (along with the 
anecdotal evidence) certainly supports it as being a footing structure for a brick oven. 
Further extension of Trench 1 toward the west in another 64m2 excavation 
determined that the foundational elements found here did not extend any further 
south as would be expected if this orientation was correct. Artefacts became notably 
scarce away from the structure, indicating that there was no continuation of 
occupation in either a southerly or westerly direction.  
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KMCS3 Trench 1  
Excavation Results (Machine and hand Excavation) 
Trench 1  
Location and sketch 
plan showing grid 
pattern. 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Trench 1 
End of excavation 
(facing east) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
19/2/2018) 
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KMCS3 Trench 1  
Excavation Results (Machine and hand Excavation) 
Trench 1 
In situ leather slipper 
or shoe 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
19/2/2018) 

 
Trench 1 Sondage 
stratigraphy 
F20 and F22 
foundation junction 
(facing north) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/2/2018) 
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KMCS3 Trench 1  
Excavation Results (Machine and hand Excavation) 
Trench 1 Sondage 
 
Stratigraphic profile 
 (facing north) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/2/2018) 

 
Table 21: KMCS3 Trench 1 summary. 
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KMCS3 Trench 2  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 28m width 8m Max Depth: 120mm 

Description 

Trench 2 was excavated as a grid of 4x4m squares to a total area of approximately 
176m2. Excavation commenced in the area of TP2, to extend that test trench. 
Excavation continued largely to the north and south of that area. Hand excavation 
uncovered explored the depth and extent of features F24, F25, F26 and F28. 

Features 

Features F24 which included a brick and rock rubble layer below topsoil level, 
including concentrations of artefacts, mainly in squares A, E, F and G (see sketch 
plan below). Feature F25 was a layer of compact gravel extending across the 
trench at its NW end, and approximately 3m wide. Feature F26, a shallow rock 
bank, including some convict brick, at the NW end of the trench and separating 
the higher gravel layer F25, and lower level to the NW (merging into Trench 3).  
F28 was a collapsed table drain originating in the rubble area F24, bisecting the 
gravel surface and terminating in the shallow rock bank. 

Cultural Material 

Many artefacts were located in T2, with greater concentrations towards the west 
and north, and a notable depletion of artefact quantities further south and east. 
Artefacts included marked brick, ceramics, glass fragments and nails. The mean 
date range was early at around 1850 suggesting this area was possibly used as a 
work or service area or as a dumping site for material. Its proximity to the access 
road (F25) and the Commandant’s Cottage would support this. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter 
patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal 
and vertical movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely 
across the study area. 
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KMCS3 Trench 2  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Results & Interpretation 

This area comprises the main feature of a road or track as observed in the 1946 
aerial image and supported anecdotally (gravel surface F25). A few small shovel 
probes were investigated further to the west and the gravel surface was found to 
continue. A general benching across the landscape here also supported this road 
feature.  
 
This track has been raised above surrounding ground to the NW, with rock edging 
utilising some available brick and dolerite rocks (F26). The features F24, F25, F26 
and F28 (F29 may also be a part of the rock retaining wall or a separate but related 
structure i.e. outbuilding beside the road) appear to be an interconnected set of 
features. The rough, rock and rubble filled area (F24) seems to be a likely sump or 
surface drain, with no form suggestive of any usable surface. The raised nature of 
this part of the track, and the table drain crossing the road, adds to this suggestion 
of this being a wet area (F28). Jumbled artefact concentration, including hand-
made and marked brick fragments in the area of F24, is more likely a result of a fill 
event using rubbish from earlier occupation of this site or a service area (although 
evidence tends to suggest the former). Groundwater was evident around 1m 
below the surface in the area of the bluestone foundation, 20m or so uphill from 
this location. In sum, the elevation of a road or trackway here occurred at some 
point prior to 1946, with some deliberate elevation above the ground level to the 
north supported by the presence of the rock embankment (see images below). 
With material deposited around the site from an early occupation period and the 
presence of a table drain consistent with others in the area would suggest this 
track was an access point to the Commandant’s Cottage associated with the 
earliest occupation of the site (1830s to late 1800s) which continued to be used 
from the mid to late 1900s. Artefacts support this. 



 

 
 
188 

KMCS3 Trench 2  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 2 
Location. 
 
(Trench plan and sketch 
plan by Darren Watton 
using drone footage 
(2/11/18), Touch Draw 
and Adobe Illustrator) 

 
 
 

Trench 2 
End of excavation (facing 
north) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 20/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 2  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 2 
F28 collapsed table drain. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 21/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 2  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 2 
End of excavation 
showing transition from 
the higher road surface 
to the south, and 
retaining wall or rock 
bank F26 (facing west), 
and below (facing south) 
 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 20/02/2019) 

 
 

 
Table 22: KMCS3 Trench 2 summary. 
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Dimensions  
36mx8m (T3) 12mx8m (T5) 8x1.2m 
(MTP1), 6x4m (MTP2), 4x4m (MTP3)  

Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

Trench 3 incorporated the area surrounding the F5 cobbled feature from KMCS2 
excavation, although this feature, apart from relocating its NE edge, was left 
undisturbed having been covered over since the last excavation. Trench 3 comprised 
224m2 to the NE and SW of F5, bounded to the north by the road cutting and to the 
south abutting Trench 2, Trench 6 and Trench 4, meeting up with the old KMCS2 
Trench 1 (and TR14 and 15) at its eastern end. Trench 5 included approximately 64m2 
and was excavated on the north western side of the road cutting, to explore an 
identified artefact dense area (F30) and determine the possible extent of T3 features 
and artefact distribution across the road. Machine Test Pit 1 (MTP1) was an 8x1.2m 
trench, dug towards the western end of T3 in an area of high artefact concentration. 
Machine test pit 2 (MTP2) was a 3x1.2m trench dug within T5. Both test pits sought 
to determine depth and extent of artefacts and locate any further features. Later 
Machine test pit 3 (MTP3) was excavated in KMCS3T3 (the eastern edge of the cobble 
surface (F5)) and found the wall feature F59, possibly the kitchen wall associated with 
the Commandant’s Cottage and adjoining the stables on the 1838 plan. 

Features 

Trench 3 contained the former F5 cobble surface (stable) feature, and a newly 
discovered heavy foundation immediately to the east of the stable, F59, which was 
eventually determined to be possibly associated with the Commandant’s Cottage 
kitchen as marked on Babington’s 1838 KMCS plan. A further feature F27, an in situ 
table drain, passed through the eastern end of Trench 3. A significant artefact scatter, 
including brick fragments (F30) was later excavated as Trench 5. 

Cultural Material 

Artefacts included some of the earliest on the site (as did the previous TR6 cobble 
surface associated with the area). Chinese hand painted porcelain (pre-1840), hand 
wrought nails (pre-1850), embossed shell edge (pre-1860), large floral (popular 
1830s) and thick black bottle glass (pre-1885) were recorded here particularly in 
MTP1 and MTP3. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. However, the sondage in MTP3, in particular, most likely contained in situ 
material 

Results & 
Interpretation 

The extent of Trench 3 was chosen to follow a significant sub-surface extent of 
crushed gravel, known to be topped with large volumes of in situ material covering a 
long period of time, suggesting this area was likely the place within the whole site 
showing the longest period of occupation. The cobble surface (F5) uncovered in the 
KMCS2 excavation (located mid way along trench 3) also prompted further 
investigation of this area. Its association with the KMCS was unknown and suggested 
an alternative orientation or an associated service building. The identification of the 
cobbled surface as the stable adjoining the Commandant’s Cottage kitchen was made 
at a later time following excavations of trenches 7, 8 and 9. 
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

The crushed gravel layer (F18) was evident as a band extending approximately 30m 
along the road cutting, and 100-150mm below the current grass surface, comprising 
small to medium angular basalt rocks suggestive of hand, rather than machine 
crushing. This surface was determined (eventually) to be an historic occupation layer 
defining historic use of the site here, and beyond Trench 3, laying clearly below the 
topsoil layers. Furthermore, this gravel layer was found in Trench 3 (and in the former 
excavation of the cobbled surface as KMCS2 Trench 6) to be richly overlaid with 
artefacts, generally in situ on or within this surface, and consisting of earlier artefact 
types than those discovered elsewhere on site. This evidence ultimately led to the 
consideration that this gravel type likely represent the earliest historic occupation 
layer. Further exposures of this gravel became the focus of excavation in other areas 
(including in T5) uphill to the east of T3 (as Trench 7, Trench 8 and Trench 9).  
 
Trench 3 was found to contain a heavy concentration of artefacts which included 
some of the earliest dates on the site (such as pre-1840 Chinese porcelain). Artefacts 
also indicated a long period of occupation for the Commandant’s Cottage into the 
early 1900s (the structure is not in the 1946 aerial). 
 
Trenches 7, 8 and 9 led to the discovery of the actual location of the KMCS, which in 
turn supported the determination that the F5 cobbles, and F59 foundation of T3, 
were very likely the Commandant’s Cottage stables and kitchen area, with the larger 
portion of this homestead lost in the road cutting. After discounting the north arrow 
on the 1838 KMCS plan and reconsidering the boundary alignments, all these features 
fit nicely in terms of distance as the location of all buildings including the 
Commandant’s Cottage stables and associated kitchen. The discovery of domestic 
artefacts (confusing in the KMCS2 excavation of the cobble surface, now seem 
justified in association with the adjoining Commandant’s Cottage kitchen. 
 
Within Machine Test Pit 1 (MTP1), a test pit targeting a surface overlaid with a dense 
artefact scatter, high volumes of artefacts were recovered down to sterile clays, 
although no defining structural features were noted. The intensity of artefacts 
suggests this to be either yard space, or an occupation space of some form associated 
with the possible elements of the Commandants Cottage (foundations F59 and 
cobbled area F5 approximately 6m to the north). The age of artefacts suggest this 
area has been in use for some time (approx. 1830s to 1940s) consistent with the 
historical record, the 1946 aerial and the anecdotal evidence of the site.  
 
Machine Test Pit 2, within Trench 5 to the north over the road cutting, found 
artefacts extending to 200mm depth but no features were located. Density, types and 
depth of artefactual material within Trench 5, in relation to Trench 3, suggests these 
areas (divided by the road cutting) are related, and likely associated with the 
Commandant’s Cottage. The nearby dump area identified in KMCS2 Test Trench 5 and 
located within 20m of T5, contains material (including marked hand-made bricks) 
possibly originating from the former Commandant’s Cottage and deposited here as 
fill.  
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 3,5 and TP1/2 
locations. 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 

 
 

Trench 3 
End of excavation 
(facing east) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 5 
End of excavation  
(MTP2 at center of 
image) 
(facing north) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
8/03/2019) 

 
Feature F59 
Foundation 
(facing south west) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
8/03/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Feature F30 
F30 artefact 
concentration across 
the road cutting from 
the cobbles F5 and 
foundation F59. This 
was later excavated as 
Trench 5. 
(facing north) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5, and Machine Test Pit 1, 2 and 3  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Feature F59 
Foundation 
End of Excavation 
(facing north east) 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
8/03/2018) 
 

 
Table 23: KMCS3 Trench 3 and 5 summary. 
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KMCS3 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 12m (approx.) Max Depth:  

Description 
Trench 4 explored the area between T1 and T3 and comprised approximately 144m2 
excavated in 4x4m squares.  Feature F27 (table drain) was excavated by hand. 

Features 
A curved hand-made brick table drain (F27), comprising mostly incomplete brick 
fragments, with an unknown percentage of marked convict bricks, ran across the 
northern end of Trench 4. 

Cultural Material 

Artefacts were found in Trench 4 in far greater concentration towards the north, 
particularly near features of T3 and TR6 (F59, F5 and F18). Artefacts included hand-
wrought and other nails, ferrous tools (including axes and chisels), horseshoes, 
ceramic, bottle glass and window glass. There was a further increase in concentration 
at the southern end near the F1 bluestone foundation and surrounding features of 
Trench 1 of this excavation.  

Disturbance 

The recent removal of a large old oak tree (F17) has caused a high degree of 
disturbance (root damage and removal of stump) a few meters to the west of the 
northern end of Trench 4. Ironically it is possible also this tree that has prevented 
disturbance (i.e. ploughing next to the tree) to the cobble surface (F5) and table drain 
(F17). It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS 
will have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known 
to have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter 
patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and 
vertical movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the 
study area. 
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KMCS3 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Trench 4 showed an increasing amount of artefacts at its northern and southern end. 
The presence of a largely intact table drain at its northern end (F27), and the 
bluestone foundation (F1) at the southern end, as well as a lack of any features 
elsewhere in the Trench, suggests artefacts would more likely be found closer to 
these features. The table drain showed no clear origin (although it is now thought it 
served to drain the southern area of the Commandant’s Cottage) or termination 
point (with the latter likely impacted by the road cutting). It’s location immediately to 
the east of other features possibly associated with the Commandant’s Cottage and 
other buildings (F59 foundation and F5 cobbled surface) suggests the drain may have 
been constructed in association with these. The drain leads downwards away from 
feature F59 towards the road cutting and drainage gully beyond, though it is not clear 
whether intent was to collect surface runoff or take water from a specific point. The 
drain F27 bears similarity to other table drains- F3 to the east and F28 (collapsed) 
over the road cutting to the south west, in relation to the type, construction methods 
and materials – in particular the percentage of marked bricks and the use of brick 
fragments rather than complete bricks). Table drains F3 and F27 both revealed 
fragments of thin ferrous metal overlaying them, suggesting a similar capping plate 
may have been used.  In sum, these three drains in this area appear to have been 
constructed around the same time, constructed from discarded or leftover materials 
but differ markedly from the whole-brick table drain (part of a drainage system 
probably associated with a bigger structure i.e. the KMCS) located in T8, 80m to the 
north east (see Trench 8 summary). The age of artefacts suggest this area has been in 
use for some time (1830s to 1930/40s). 
 

Trench 4 
Location. 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
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KMCS3 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4 
End of excavation. 
Trench 1 remnant 
foundation F20 in 
foreground  
(facing north) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
20/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4 
Table Drain F27. Curve 
leads downwards 
towards the road 
cutting and drainage 
gully to the top-left of 
image.  
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 4  
Excavation Results (Machine and Hand Excavation) 
Trench 4 
Table Drain F27. In 
situ ferrous objects, 
including hand-made 
nails, can be seen on 
the surrounding 
compact surface. 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 
 

 
Table 24: KMCS3 Trench 4 summary. 
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KMCS3 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 12m width 12m  Max Depth: 150mm 

Description 
Trench 6 comprised 128m2, excavated in 4x4m squares, seeking features and artefact 
extent to the south of T3, between T2 and T4. Feature F29 was excavated by hand. 

Features A stone foundation F29 was located and excavated to sterile clay level.  

Cultural Material 
Artefacts included hand-wrought nails and spikes, ferrous tools (axes and chisels), 
ceramic, horseshoes, bottle glass, window glass 

Disturbance 

Trench 6 was subject so some significant disturbance with the recent extraction of a 
large old oak tree stump (F17) and its surrounding roots, with the tree itself felled 
within the last two years. It is likely that farming activity in the years since the 
construction of the KMCS will have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. 
Feed cropping was known to have occurred across the study area (anecdotal 
evidence). Artefact scatter patterns and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance 
of artefacts (horizontal and vertical movement) and some damage to any surviving 
structures is likely across the study area. 

Relationships & 
Matrix 

The feature F29 is of unknown purpose and it is not clear how long it has been here. 
There are two distinct possibilities – 1) That it is an extension of the retaining wall 
(F26) for the road access (F25), or 2) It was an outbuilding wall associated with the 
Commandant’s Cottage. The discovery of ferrous objects here including horseshoes, 
nails and tools (including broken axes) may suggest a work or blacksmithing area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

It is uncertain as to whether F29 is a foundation of a built structure or a further 
segment of the F26 road alignment edging (see above). The old oak tree (F17) was 
located in the area of this trench, with its location identified by a noted depression. 
This tree (stump nearby), was of unknown age but likely at least 100 years old given 
its girth and overall size. It was likely planted intentionally. The road or track passed 
just south of here (F25). This rock alignment does appear more formal than the road 
edging rock to the west. In situ artefacts (including a broken axe head, large 
horseshoe and other items) suggests this might have been a workshop area or 
outbuilding of some form. Surrounding surfaces to the west and north show signs of 
compaction and use, with many artefacts located at this surface level. A significant 
hole to the north is the result of removal of the oak tree stump. The age of artefacts 
suggest this area has been in use for some time (1830s to 1930/40s). Structures in 
this area have disappeared by at least 1946 (aerial image). 
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KMCS3 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 6 
Location. 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 

 
 
 

Trench 6 
End of excavation. 
The deeper 
depression to the 
right in this image is 
the area of the oak 
tree stump removal 
(facing west) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 6  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 6 F29 
End of excavation. In 

situ horseshoe and 
axe head seen here on 
the compact surface 
with collapsed rock 
elements and 
foundations. Including 
a hand-made, but 
unmarked, brick 
(facing north). 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
21/02/2019) 

 
Table 25: KMCS3 Trench 6 summary. 
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KMCS3 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 16m Max Depth: 200mm 

Description 

Trench 7 represented the first Trench in the north eastern area of the site, excavated 
as investigation of a new orientation for the KMCS. This was a response to the lack of 
conclusive results from previous excavation areas and proposed to investigate of 
further gravel layers and some artefacts exposed here in the road cutting. This new 
orientation considered a possible error on the plan in relation to the north arrow on 
Babington’s two original 1838 KMCS plans, but also responded to a strong match for 
boundary alignment (in relation to the 1946 aerial) and the possibility that the 
cobbled surface F5 was the stable area of the Commandant’s Cottage. Trench 7 was 
excavated as 4x4m squares over a 256m2 intended area. 

Features 

Feature F31 was an exposure of gravel and artefacts in the north eastern corner of 
the road cutting, which became the starting point for Trench 7 excavations.  Feature 
F49 was an alignment of three bricks (and associated ash/charcoal layer – indicating a 
possible fireplace) embedded in the compacted surface typically covering most of T7. 
An earlier feature F4 from the KMCS2 excavation, a sub-surface terracotta pipe, also 
passes the southern edge of T7. 

Cultural Material 
Artefacts included hand-wrought nails and spikes, ferrous tools (including chisels), 
ceramic, bottle glass, window glass. The area had a mean date of 1850 so indicated 
early occupation. 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 

Results & 
Interpretation 

Feature F49, although not clear in its form, does appear to be either part of a wall or 
fireplace foundation. The latter suggestion is supported by a small percentage of ash 
and fire impacted glass found during hand excavation. More importantly, Trench 7 
revealed several common elements, generally found within those trenches now 
considered to be within the location of the KMCS (Trench 8, Trench 9, Trench 5 and 
parts of Trench 3). These elements include the presence of: 
 
1. A gravel surface, comprising medium sized angular dolerite stones 20-80mm; 
2. In situ foundational features, with many artefacts at compacted surface level; 
3. Common alignment of foundations (between features in different trenches); 
3. Hand-wrought nails, including larger spikes, and various hand tools; 
4. Hand-made, marked convict bricks and the presence of brick fragments; 
5. Plain utilitarian, datable or popular early to mid 1800s ceramics; 
6. Heavy black bottle glass. 
 
Excavation of Trench 7 led to the systematic planning of excavation of Trench 8 and 
Trench 9 considering the known dimensions of the KMCS structure. The foundational 
elements (F49) are considered to be possibly associated with one corner of the KMCS 
main structure. The terracotta pipe F4, relocated here in the road cutting, passes 
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KMCS3 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

close to the south of F49, perhaps along the outside of the KMCS building line. The 
gravel surface in particular became the defining spatial marker for the overall KMCS 
extent.  
 

Trench 7 
Location 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Trench 7 
Road cutting profile 
showing gravel 
surface approximately 
100mm below current 
ground level (facing  
south) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 
19/2/2019) 
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KMCS3 Trench 7  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Trench 7 
Feature F49. 3-Brick 
alignment and 
compact gravel layer 
in T7. (facing north) 
 
 
(photo by Ian 
Edmondson 5/3/2019) 
 

 
Table 26: KMCS3 Trench 7 summary.  
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Trench 8 and Trench 9  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 
Dimensions  Length 20m width 16m (approx.) Max Depth: 400mm  

Description 

Trench 8 began as a test Trench, in an area across the current cul-de-sac for the 
proposed subdivision, where the former dolerite gravel surface had been exposed by 
groundworks. A table drain F34 was immediately uncovered approximately 50mm 
below the surface. Trench 8 was systematically machine excavated in 4x4m squares, 
to a total area of 352m2. Hand excavation occurred in all areas of located features, 
down to context 2 surfaces. Trench 8 included several linear test trenches (LTP1, 
LTP2, LTP3, LTP4) confirming the KMCS extent in terms of gravel and artefact spread 
but revealing no further features. 
 
Trench 9 adjoined Trench 8 and completed the excavation of the eastern side of the 
road, with the two trenches uncovering many features of the KMCS the remains 
southern extent of Trench 8 features and eastern extent of features found in Trench 7 
and determining the full extent of the KMCS in conjunction with these trenches. 
Trench 9 covered an area of approximately 400m2 and contained many features 
which were disturbed but not to the depth of T8 (probably due to the Cul-de-sac 
construction affecting most of T8). 

Features 

Several important features were uncovered in Trench 8 and Trench 9. A drainage 
system extends from Trench 9 (immediately beyond the southern end of T8), running 
downhill to the northern end of T8. This system comprised (from south to north) a 
sump or collection point (F55), A long table drain (F34) running approximately 25m 
downhill to the north, a larger collection sump (F35) at the 12m mark (overlaying, and 
feeding into, F34), a spoon drain (F36) (overlaying F34, 1m north of F35) and a large 
remnant barrel drain (F37 - F34 feeds into this). A further unknown brick feature 
(F57), likely associated with the drainage system, lay immediately to the north of 
(F37) off its eastern end.  Apart from the drainage system, Trench 8 also contained 
F42, a short alignment of rocks or foundational material adjacent to (east) and 
abutting the sump (F35) and spoon drain (F36). F38 was an alignment of rocks (and 
occasional brick fragments) running approximately E-W at the northern end of T8. 
Significantly the barrel drain and associated features were unable to be excavated 
further due to a septic outlet immediately to the east of this feature. 
 
Trench 9 contained some significant features. These included the uppermost 
collection sump of the drain system (F55), two parallel walls (F52 and F53), a gravel 
surface (F61) surrounding a possible remnant central fireplace (F54), two rectangular 
rock arrangements (F51 and F56), a possible brick post pad (F44) and compacted 
surrounding surface (F48) including a short brick alignment (F45), along with another 
nearby unidentifiable rock concentration (F47) and a modern drain pipe and cut 
(F46). A nail deposit and punch feature were also found on the southern of the T9 
extent and just outside the KMCS building extent (F50). 

Cultural Material 
Bottle glass, limited window glass, ceramic, ferrous tools, horseshoes, hand-wrought 
nails, bolts and large spikes, brick fragments, convict-made marked sandstock bricks. 
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Trench 8 and Trench 9  
Excavation Results (Machine Excavation) 

Disturbance 

It is likely that farming activity in the years since the construction of the KMCS will 
have caused disturbance at least to ploughing depth. Feed cropping was known to 
have occurred across the study area (anecdotal evidence). Artefact scatter patterns 
and shallow topsoil depth suggests disturbance of artefacts (horizontal and vertical 
movement) and some damage to any surviving structures is likely across the study 
area. 

Features 

Several important features were uncovered in Trench 8 and Trench 9. A drainage 
system extends from Trench 9 (immediately beyond the southern end of T8), running 
downhill to the northern end of T8. This system comprised (from south to north) a 
sump or collection point (F55), A long table drain (F34) running approximately 25m 
downhill to the north, a larger collection sump (F35) at the 12m mark (overlaying, and 
feeding into, F34), a spoon drain F36 (overlaying F34, 1m north of F35) and a large 
remnant barrel drain (F37 - F34 feeds into this). A further unknown brick feature 
(F57), likely associated with the drainage system, lay immediately to the north of F37 
off its eastern end.  Apart from the drainage system, Trench 8 also contained F42, a 
short alignment of rocks or foundational material adjacent to (east) and abutting the 
sump (F35) and spoon drain (F36). F38 was an alignment of rocks (and occasional 
brick fragments) running approximately E-W at the northern end of T8. The purpose 
of this wall is unknown but it appears to be outside the main KMCS extent, a possible 
later building, add on or associated with the chapel.  
 
Trench 9 contained some significant features. These included the uppermost 
collection sump of the drain system (F55), two parallel walls (F52 and F53), a gravel 
surface (F61) surrounding a possible remnant central fireplace (F54), two rectangular 
rock arrangements (F51 and F56), a possible brick post pad (F44) and compact 
surrounding surface (F48) including a short brick alignment (F45), along with another 
nearby unidentifiable rock concentration (F47), a nail and punch deposit (F50) and a 
modern drain pipe and cut (F46). 

Results & 
Interpretation 

The transition from Trench 8 to Trench 9 is marked by a change in ground level. There 
appears to be a machined cut here (the cul-de-sac), generating a lower area to the 
north showing evidence of ground disturbance down to the heavy gravel layer 
(Trench 8), with the higher area to the south (Trench 9) showing less signs of surface 
disturbance evident by thicker grass cover and bluestone blocks occasionally visible 
on the surface. 
 
Features F55 (sump), F34 (table drain), F35 (Sump), F36 (spoon drain) and F37 (barrel 
drain) appear part of the same drainage system. It is possible that the F35 sump and 
the F36 spoon drain were later additions to the system or were designed in 
association with surface or structural features such as downpipes) as both overlay the 
table drain. The drainage system is the main feature of this area, bridging the two 
areas of T8 and T9, with components of a long table drain (F34), two sumps (F55 and 
F35), a spoon drain (F36), and the remains of a possible barrel drain (F37). The entire 
system is constructed of whole bricks, with observable bricks indicating these are 
likely all marked bricks with the Engineer’s Department stamp comprising the letters 
ED stamp marked on one face, and a single broad arrow stamped on one end. These 
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bricks also show consistent construction method and form, with thumbprint mould 
extraction evidence. The consistent presence of these whole, marked bricks in this 
location is one of the most convincing features for this being the location of the 
KMCS. The drainage system in itself suggests water collection from a significant area, 
with a length of over 20m. These bricks, and their markings, differ from the 
fragmented bricks and mixed marking methods used in the areas of excavation 
downhill to the west (T3 area), in the fragmented brick table drains F3, F27 and F28, 
and the whole brick spoon drain within the cobbled area F5. The use of marked bricks 
across the site suggests a clear relationship between areas in terms of their temporal 
association with convict-built, government structures. Differences in approach to 
marking and the use of brick fragments at the western end of the site suggest some 
likely variation in construction dates or a reuse of fragmentary bricks from the firing 
process where drainage was less critical around the smaller Commandant’s Cottage 
structure. All marked bricks are consistent with the period of 1820 to 1840 when 
bricks were known to be marked in this way.  
 
A further sump (F35), lies approximately 12m downhill from the upper sump (F55). 
This sump overlays, and feeds into, the table drain (F34), and may have been a later 
addition or designed to catch water from downpipes feeding it into the system. The 
spoon drain (F36) located immediately below the F35 sump was likely located at the 
original ground level as it shows signs of pitting and possible wear not evident in the 
other drain features, despite being made of the same brick type. This may have also 
been designed to catch surface water or water from downpipes taking it away from 
the building. 
 
The lower barrel drain, with its bottom half remaining and approximately 4m in 
length and 1.2m width appears to have been substantial in form, likely built for the 
purpose of capturing and channelling larger volumes of water in a westerly direction 
from the system as a whole. The barrel drain appears to have another feed-in point at 
its eastern end and shows a linked in situ lower wall or barrage immediately to its 
north. The was a significant outflow of water here stemming from a drain in the bank 
to the east, presumably from the nearby 1960s residence (septic overflow). This 
water flow and its toxic nature thwarted attempts to locate the cesspit for the KMCS 
and further investigate this drainage system, anticipated to be in this general area 
(based upon the 1838 plan). There was evidence of a substantial sump dug here, 
filled with modern roof tile deposit. This modern drainage sump may well have 
utilised the former cesspit area, but this could not be determined. 
 
The Trench 8 and Trench 9 drainage system is extensive, and the placement of two 
sumps along its length suggests there were likely buildings here with collection of 
water, possibly from downpipes, at these two points at least. The wall foundations 
(F53 - in conjunction with its parallel eastern counterpart F52) are well placed to 
suggest a large building existed there, feeding water into the upper sump (F55). In 
Trench 8, the drain features were found at very shallow depth (less than 100mm 
below current surface level), compared the upper end within T9 (up to 400mm below 
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current ground level). Observations revealed an obvious level change between 
Trench 8 and Trench 9 as a result of recent, or older, ground levelling work (cul-de-
sac). 
 
A rock feature F38, likely a foundation wall, was the main feature, other than the 
drain system, located in Trench 8. This foundation was in an area of high artefact 
concentration, comprising significant amounts of oyster shell (local mud oyster 
species (Angasi)). The wall occurs in an area and alignment congruent with the KMCS 
plan to some degree, although the presence of more modern brick within the 
foundational material suggest it may have been a later addition.  
 
Trench 9 contains significant in situ features which support the presence of the drain 
system, and suggest buildings existed here.  
 
Wall foundations (F52 and F53) represent the only parallel wall foundations found. 
The walls, represented by roughly bedded, clearly aligned dolerite foundation stones, 
are approximately 4.5m apart and are around 8m in length, suggesting a long narrow 
building, a single room, or adjoined rooms. This suggested building form is in 
accordance with Babington’s 1838 KMCS plan, showing a courtyard area 
circumscribed by buildings on three sides, and a single wall on the fourth. Within 
foundations F52 and F53, but not apparent outside the walls, was a fine, gravel layer 
compacted as a surface (F61), overlaying the coarse dolerite gravel commonly found 
as a basal occupation layer across the site. Within this surface (F61), and located 
midway between the two walls, lies some in situ brick and bluestone (F54). This 
fragmented feature resembles a possible remnant fireplace in terms of size and 
location, with the surrounding surface showing signs of blackening and ash. A further 
feature (F51) at the southern end of F52/53 walls, incorporating heavy bluestone 
blocks (with evidence of some tool marks) in a rough rectangular form may also be a 
fireplace, floor surface or foundation. Another unidentified rock feature (F56), 
comprising a roughly rectangular collection of rocks and brick fragments with a faced 
alignment on its western edge, lay to the south of F52 and F53 walls. To the west, an 
apparent post pad of four in situ bricks (F44 - one showing a thumb print) lay within a 
compacted surface (F48), with other remnant rock features (F47), and several brick 
fragments in a rough line (F45) nearby. The compact nature of these features within 
the surface defined by the post pad suggest these were a floor, or a utilised surface at 
some point. These features, whilst not revealing their true form, do show a likely 
continuation of built features as a return in a westerly direction, revealed again over 
the road cutting as features in T7. Clear disturbance of this area has occurred with the 
trenching and laying of a glazed terracotta pipe (F46), identified as a more recent, 
post KMCS intrusion (probably from the late 1800s).  This pipe has no apparent origin 
or destination, with only 2m of its length found, but its presence contributes to the 
general picture of disturbance encountered across Trenches 8 and 9. 
 
The F52 and F53 wall foundations come to an abrupt end at their northern end. The 
obvious change of ground level here, as previously noted to be a result of ground-
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levelling work, likely accounts for a lack of preserved features over the larger area of 
Trench 8, apart from the deeper drains. Supporting this, the commencement of the 
T9 drain at sump F55, shows the drain to be approximately 300mm below the nearby 
foundation wall F53.  
 
Artefacts within T8 and T9 are consistent with artefacts in T7 (tools, nails, ceramics 
and bottle glass). All indicate an early and extended occupation of the site and a 
utilitarian or service orientated type building such as services structure. This is 
possibly reflective of its use after the convict period.  
 
Domestic items (ceramics and bottle glass) are limited in the T9 (and T7) areas with 
more domestic items located near the wall (F38) in T8 (possibly associated with a 
longer and more domestic use of an added building or a spread of materials 
downslope due to disturbance and ground levelling). 
 
The lack of continuation of gravel layers, stone or brick features to the east and south 
of this collection of features in T9 suggests this is the south eastern corner of the 
KMCS. The west and northern extremes of T8 found a similar dissipation of artefacts 
and a petering out of the heavy gravel layer, again suggestive of limitation of KMCS 
extent. A similar situation was found in Trench 7 on the western side of the road 
cutting, where artefacts thinned out at the southern and western extremes of the 
trench. The western portion of T8 in particular, where Babington’s 1838 plan 
suggested only courtyard space and a perimeter wall of some form existed, showed 
no features, very few brick fragments and very few artefacts. The persistence of the 
heavy gravel layer as the only feature across this area supports the belief that this 
was the chosen surface material for the courtyard space. The lack of evidence of a 
perimeter wall was not surprising given the expectation that this may have been 
constructed in timber, as parts of the station were known to have been. In general, 
the lack of built feature evidence in the northern half of this area (Trench 8) could be 
partly attributed to the higher degree of more recent disturbance evident across this 
area (cul-de-sac construction). More specifically, any building foundations across T8 
may have been removed over time with site levelling, with less levelling impact across 
T9. 
 
The following points summarise findings in Trench 8 and Trench 9: 
 

• The nature, extent and relative locations of features in Trench 8 and Trench 9 
(including Trench 7) suggest this is the site of the main establishment of the 
KMCS;  

• An extensive drain system is suggestive of extent of built features supporting 
this as the area KMCS 

• The discovery of features, surfaces and artefacts in the T3, T5 and T6 areas, 
and their location (in relation to T7, T8 and T9 features) suggest the 
Commandant’s Cottage was located in that area; 
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• A heavy gravel layer underlying built features and found across other areas in 
these Trenches suggests that this was a chosen surface for building substrate 
and courtyard surfacing. It also assists in understanding site extent; 

• The heavy gravel layer covers an area similar to the expected footprint of the 
KMCS; 

• In the T7, T8 and T9 area, the defined or faced edges of some features, and 
alignment of walls found, all support the general alignment of KMCS walls; 

• Artefacts, and building material evidence found in T8 and T9 support likely 
association with pre-1850s occupation and an extended use until around the 
late 1800s to early 1900s (it is thought this area was out of use earlier than 
the Commandant’s Cottage; 

• Disturbance to the KMCS site overall is substantial, with the north-south road 
cutting having most impact at the southern end, and the east-west cutting 
impacting the area of the Commandant’s Cottage. Ground levelling work has 
impacted the northern half of the KMCS site. 
 

Trench 7 
Location 
 
(Trench plan and 
sketch plan by Darren 
Watton using drone 
footage (2/11/18), 
Touch Draw and 
Adobe Illustrator) 
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Trench 8/9  
 
Drain System 
End of excavation 
 
Left: F55 sump and 
F34 table drain facing 
downhill. 
  
Right: F53 catchment 
and F36 spoon drain 
in background.  
(facing north) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Left: drain system 
looking uphill from 
F34 table drain. 
 
Right: F34 remnant 
barrel drain at the 
lower (north) end of 
the system. 
(facing north east) 
 
 
 
 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 8/3/2019) 
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Trench 8 F38 
foundation 
(facing east and 
north) 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 5/3/2019) 
 

 

 

Trench 9 - F53 (left) 
and F52 (right) 
foundation walls with 
F51 in middle 
foreground. End of 
Excavation.   
(facing north). 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 7/3/2019) 
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Trench 9 features - 
F53 (left) and F52 
(right) foundation 
walls. (facing north)  
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 7/3/2019) 
 

  
Trench 9 stone 
features - F51 (left) 
and F56 (right) 
(facing east) 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 6/3/2019) 
 

  

Trench 9 features - 
F44 (left) and with 
surrounding surface 
F48 and brick 
alignment F45 (right) 
(facing east) 
 
 
(photos by Ian 
Edmondson 6/3/2019) 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Table 27: KMCS3 Trench 8 and 9 summaries. 
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9.8 Feature Summaries: KMCS3  

KMCS3 Excavations resulted in the uncovering of a substantial number of features. These 
features are briefly described in the table below (Table 28).  
 

Ref Location Description Image 

F20 KMCS3 
Trench 1 

Remnant foundation wall 
SW of F1, parallel to F21 
(see also KMCS2 F6 and F16) 
This image:  
F20 right 
F21 + F22 left 
F23 center 
 

 
F21 KMCS3 

Trench 1 
Remnant foundation wall SW of F1 
Rough bluestone blocks 
 
 

 
F22 KMCS3 

Trench 1 
Remnant section of wall return  
Joins F21 
Rough bluestone blocks 
 

 
F23 KMCS3 

Trench 1 
Brick pads located approximately midway 
between F20 and F21 
Possible floor bearer supports 
 

 
F24 KMCS3 

Trench 2 
Rough mixed brick/rock rubble surface 
Medium, angular fragments  
Includes artefact scatter 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F25 KMCS3 
Trench 2 

Gravel surface fine quartzite gravel 
Rounded/sub-rounded basalt gravel 
Possible road base 
 

 
F26 KMCS3 

Trench 2 
Bluestone rock (some brick fragments) 
retaining wall or bank along edge of F25 
marking level change at north end of T2 

 
F27 KMCS3 

Trench 3 
Trench 4 

Curved table drain comprising convict 
brick fragments and evidence of possible 
metal capping as with F3 

 
F28 KMCS3 

Trench 1 
Collapsed table drain crossing road surface 
F25 comprising convict brick fragments 

 
F29 KMCS3 

Trench 6 
Bluestone rock alignment 
Includes brick, ferrous artefacts 
Possible foundation 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F30 KMCS3 
Trench 5 

Occupation surface and artefact scatter  
Includes brick frags, sq. cut nails etc. 
Possible Commandant’s Cottage 
 

 
F34 KMCS3 

Trench 8/9 
Long brick table drain 
Marked hand-made bricks 
System includes F35, F36, F37, F55 
Adjoins F55 sump at top end (S)  
Adjoins F37 barrel drain at bottom (N) 
Overlaid by F35 sump & F36 spoon drain 

 
F35 KMCS3 

Trench 8 
Brick drain/collection sump  
Overlaying F34 (foreground) 
Marked hand-made bricks 
(F36 spoon drain in background) 

 
F36 KMCS3 

Trench 8 
Brick spoon drain 
Overlaying F34, north of F35  
Marked hand-made bricks, pitted 

 
F37 KMCS3 

Trench 8 
Brick remnant barrel drain 
Termination of F34 system 
Marked hand-made bricks 
(see also F57) 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F38 KMCS3 
Trench 8 

Wall foundation E-W 
Bluestone and some (modern) brick 
 

 
F39 KMCS3 

Trench 8 
2 fragmented bricks 
Likely disturbed 
Indeterminate 
 

No Image 

F40 KMCS3 
Trench 8 

Brick fragments south of F39 
Likely disturbed 
Indeterminate No Image 

F41 KMCS3 
Trench 8 

Bluestone floaters loose alignment 
Possible continuation of F52 
N of F39/F40 
Likely disturbed 
Indeterminate 

No Image 

F42 KMCS3 
Trench 8 

Rock foundation E of F35/F36 
Terminates at F35 sump (right) 
Abutted by F36 spoon drain (foreground) 

 
F44 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Brick arrangement (4-part bricks)  
Within surface F48 
Possible post pad 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F45 KMCS3 
Trench 9 

Brick surface (rough alignment) 
within surface F48 (right in image) 
Possible floor surface 

 
F46 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Terracotta pipe, cut and fill 
Intersecting surface F48 

 
F47 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Bluestone rock feature 
Within surface F48 

 
F48 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Compacted rocks and bricks 
Includes dolerite gravel F18 
Includes in situ artefacts and features F47, 
F46, F45, F44 
Possible floor surface 
 

 
F49 KMCS3 

Trench 7 
3 brick alignment and compact surface 
Includes dolerite gravel F18 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F50 KMCS3 
Trench 9 

Nail deposit and steel punch 
Concentrated, isolated deposit (T9I) 

 
F51 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Heavy bluestone arrangement 
Some tooled stone 
Lies at end of F52 wall foundation 

 
F52 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Bluestone foundation 
Includes some brick fragments 
East of F53, Parallel 
See also F51, F54 and F60 

 
F53 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Bluestone foundation 
Includes some brick fragments 
West of F52, Parallel 
See also F51, F54 and F60 

 
F54 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Brick and stone arrangement 
Compacted, some brick alignment 
Possibly fireplace 
Between F52 and F53 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F55 KMCS3 
Trench 9 

Brick drain/collection sump 
Feeds into F34 table drain system 

 
F56 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Heavy bluestone arrangement 
One faced edge (see image) 
Includes some brick 
 

 
F57 KMCS3 

Trench 8 
Brick wall, drain or foundation 
NW corner of barrel drain F37 
(F37 in foreground) 
 

 
F58 KMCS3 

Trench 9 
Bluestone linear arrangement  
Abuts F56, NW corner 
At left of image 

 
F59 KMCS3 

Trench 3 
Bluestone foundation 
NE of cobbled surface 
Possible Commandant’s Cottage kitchen 
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Ref Location Description Image 

F60 KMCS3 
Trench 9 

Compact basalt gravel surface 
Small, sub-angular to sub-rounded 
Overlays F18 dolerite rock layer 
Includes artefact scatter 
Between foundations F52 and F53 
Surrounds F54 
Same gravel type as F25 

 
F61 East of 5 

Dundas St 
Original KMCS access road 
Embankment and levelling 
300m from east boundary of property 
north side of hilltop crest 

 
Table 28: Features recorded during the KMCS3 excavations. 

 

9.9 Stratigraphic Summaries 

Site stratigraphy was a key factor in determining relative age and significance of features encountered during 
excavations. Limited features were found at surface level, with the majority of the site largely obscured by 
grass cover. A number of features, observable within clear stratigraphic horizons were initially identified in the 
road cutting through the site, and some of these can be seen in Table 5 below. This table summarises 
stratigraphic conditions (Identified as contexts) encountered during the KMCS2 and KMCS3 Excavations: 
 

Context Description Image 

Surface Grass cover across 90% of site, occasional 
exposed patches.  
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Context Description Image 

C1 Topsoil layer 70-250mm depth. 
 
Damp, friable, silty loam. 
Very dark brown with and fine rootlet inclusions.  
Gradual lower boundary distinction to underlying 
clay with presence of ferruginous nodules, or 
‘buckshot’ in upper clay matrix. 
 
pH: 6 
Munsell: 10YR 2/2 very dark brown 

 

C2 Topsoil layer pre KMCS 
 
Here seen around 250mm below surface and 
below KMCS dolerite rock (C6/F18) and quartzite 
pebbles (C7/F8) layer.  
Dark greyish brown silty clay loam with clear 
boundary to underlying clays. 
 
pH: 6 
Munsell: 10YR4/2 dark greyish brown 
 
 
 
 

 

C3 Mostly dry, friable clay loam 
 
Yellowish brown with occasional degraded basalt 
inclusions and artefacts near surfaces. 
Clear boundary distinction from topsoil, diffuse 
transition to clean, damper brown clays below 
the 600mm level. (F4 table drain seen here 
embedded into this clay). 
 
pH: 7 
Munsell: 10YR yellowish brown 
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Context Description Image 

C4 Brownish yellow clay (sterile) 
 
Here seen below topsoil layer. 
Generally encountered from 200mm below 
surface extending to 800mm.  
Overlaying light grey clay in wetter areas (as seen 
here) or deeper reddish/ brown clay in drier 
areas. 
 
pH: 7 
Munsell; 10YR 6/8 brownish yellow 

 

C5 Light washed clay (sterile) 
 
Seen here at left below yellow clay layer.  
 
pH: 6.5 
Munsell: 10YR 7/4 very pale brown 

 
C6/ F18 Coarse-dolerite-gravel, found as a building and 

courtyard substrate across all KMCS occupation 
areas.  
Moderate particle size variation, showing clear 
lower boundary distinction. Includes overlaying 
or embedded (in situ) artefacts, brick fragments 
and other typical demolition rubble in places.  
 
Source: Likely local, hand-crushed. 
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Context Description Image 

C7/ F25 Fine degraded ferruginous nodules (or 
‘buckshot’). Found as road base (F25), floor 
surface (F60) and also found on site as a natural 
layer above basal reddish-brown clays, with an 
exposed degraded outcrop observed on a 
weathered hilltop 200m west. Predominantly 
small, sub-angular to sub-rounded. Low particle 
size variation.  
 
Source: Likely local  

 

C8/ F8 Fine quartzite rolled pebble/ sand surface. 
Rounded to sub-rounded Moderate particle size 
variation, found as a bedding layer within C4/F18 
surfaces, possibly applied originally as an 
overlaying layer to the coarse F18 rock layer. 
 
Source:  Unknown. 

 

C9 Barrel (F10) fill.  
 
Friable, dry and dark grey silty loam with coal, 
and fine rootlet inclusions.   
 
pH: 8 
Munsell: 10YR 3/2 very dark greyish brown 
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Context Description Image 

C10 F14 remnant fireplace (sample within) 
 
Very dark, damp clay silt with fine charcoal and 
brick fragment inclusions. 
 
pH: 7 
Munsell: 10YR 2/1 black 
 

 

C11 F14 remnant fireplace (surround) 
 
Very dark, damp silty clay loam with fine charcoal 
inclusions. 
 
pH: 7 
Munsell: 10YR 2/1 very dark greyish brown 
 

 

C14 Mortar/ bedding layer F5 spoon drain. 
 
Fine, friable (loose), light brownish grey sandy 
loam. Fine (>1mm) lime flecks.  
 
pH: 8 
Munsell: 10YR 6/2 light brownish grey 
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Context Description Image 

C15 Felt Hat surrounding soil (200mm depth). 
 
Damp, friable, silty loam with occasional small 
gravel and fine rootlet inclusions.  
 
pH: 6 
Munsell: 10YR4/2 very dark brown 
 

 

C16 Compact surface F59 Commandant’s Cottage 
kitchen area. 
 
Fine, silty loam, artefact rich with fine lime fleck 
inclusions (>1mm). 
 
pH: 6.5  
Munsell: 10YR 3/2 Very dark greyish brown 

 

C17 Surface F30 (Commandant’s Cottage) 
 
Very fine, dark and dry silty loam in rough surface 
feature layer artefact rich incl. coal fragments 
building rubble inclusions. 
 
pH: 6.5  
Munsell: 10YR 3/2 Very dark greyish brown. 
 
NOTE: very similar profile to F48, F60, F18 and 
other occupation area surfaces. 
 

 

 Typical occupation area profile (see C2 image above) 
 



 

 
 
230 

Context Description Image 

  

 
 
C1: Topsoil overlaying earlier occupation surface 
C7: Coarse, crushed dolerite gravel occupation surface 
C8: Quartzite pebble and sand occupation surface, mixed within C7 
C2: Former topsoil underlying gravel layers 
C3: Sterile basal clay 
 

 Trench 3 Stratigraphy (graphic representation above) 
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Context Description Image 

 

 

Table 29: Context Summaries KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavation. 

9.10 Results: Artefact Analysis 

The Artefact Analysis Report (AAR) and Artefact Catalogue (AC) (see Appendix 1 and 2) captures the results of 
artefact cataloguing and analysis. 
 

9.11 Results: Backfilling of the KMCS site 

The KMCS site has been backfilled since the excavations. Geo-fabric was installed over the KMCS3 features or 
protection and future identification purposes as shown in Figure 50.  
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A) Geo fabric (in white) at KMCS site post-KMCS3 excavation (facing north) 

Figure 50: Site with geo fabric covering. Photo by Darren Watton using drone imagery 2019.  



 

 
 
233 

10 Discussion and Conclusions 
10.1 Locating the KMCS 

Determining the exact location and extent of the KMCS was difficult, exacerbated by the broad extent of 
features and artefacts and the existence of features not connected with the station. The most difficult factor 
concerned the orientation of the plans (Figure 20 and Figure 21 in Section 7.1) attributed to Babington in 
1838. It has now been determined that the north arrow was incorrectly aligned to the west in both of these 
plans. The chronological summary that follows describes the sequence of events surrounding each excavation: 
 

May 2018. The KMCS1 archaeological test excavation was completed at Raglan St., Kings Meadows, No 
features or material relating to the KMCS were located during this test excavation. Excavation confirmed 
KMCS was not located at this site. 

 
April/ May 2018. Review of research and 1946 aerial photography, and review of Google Earth imagery 
showed well foundations, another foundation and the remains of a large oak tree which indicated the 
KMCS site may be located at 5 Dundas St., Kings Meadows, to the immediate east of the Raglan St. site. 
Surface artefacts found (including black bottle glass, hand wrought nails and marked convict era bricks) 
confirmed this possibility. 

 
April to October 2018. Negotiations were undertaken between the CoL, the land owner and Southern 
Archaeology to excavate at the Dundas St. site. A SHAP and AMS were prepared by Southern Archaeology 
for the site and submitted to the CoL and Heritage Tasmania (HT).  

 
October/November 2018. KMCS2 archaeological excavation (6 days) was conducted at Dundas St. 
Features and artefacts were recorded consistent with a pre-1850 occupation of the site. Results were 
inconclusive, but some features were found which appeared to relate to the KMCS (i.e. the cobble surface 
F5, the reservoir F2 and the bluestone foundation F1). There was conflicting spatial relationship between 
these features and Babington’s original 1838 plans. 

 
November 2018. A nomination was received to list site on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR). The 
KMCS was already listed as part of the ELWS (Pl. Id. 11063) but incorrectly recorded as being located in 
Relbia (approx. 2.5 km south east of the Dundas site). HT conducted extensive historical research, 
confirming the archaeological determination that 5 Dundas St was most likely the site of the KMCS. Further 
archaeological excavation was approved to ascertain the exact orientation and extent of the KMCS and to 
inform the nomination on the THR. 

 
January 2019. A trench plan and guide to further archaeological excavation was supplied to the CoL and HT 
by Southern Archaeology. 

 
April 2019. The KMCS3 excavation (12 days) was completed at the Dundas St. site revealing the location 
and extent of the KMCS site, largely to the north east of the KMCS 2 excavation. This discovery revealed 
errors in the orientation of Babington’s original 1838 survey plan, with the north arrow incorrectly aligned 
to west.  
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10.2 KMCS Orientations 

10.2.1 Location and orientation 1 

 
The KMCS2 archaeological excavation explored an orientation of Babington’s original 1838 plans, with the 
north arrow correctly aligned and with the plan projected with the surface-located bluestone feature (F1) as 
the possible ‘oven’ as marked on that plan.  
 
The excavation produced results that were inconclusive. Some features were found which appeared to relate 
to the KMCS, in size, scale, likely age and/or composition (i.e. the cobble surface F5, the reservoir F2 and the 
bluestone foundation F1). Subsurface artefact scatter was extensive, and while potentially attributed to post-
occupation land use such as ploughing, was also suggestive of occupation over a substantial area as expected 
with the KMCS site.  
 
10.2.2 Location and orientation 2 

 
The KMCS3 excavation explored a ninety-degree shift in orientation from the KMCS2 excavation. The 
bluestone feature (F1) was still the initial pivot point for this new investigation due to its convincing form and 
dimensions suggesting it might be the KMCS oven. It was decided that Babington’s plan might be wrong in 
relation to the north arrow orientation. With this new orientation the chapel faced NW instead of NE. A new 
area opened up to the west of the KMCS2 investigation. New features were found, but none which added 
significantly to the KMCS2 findings. This permitted the option to finally move away from this area, confirming 
that the feature F1, although closely resembling the size and form of the feature marked as ‘oven’ on the 
original Babington plan, was in fact an unrelated (although interesting) historical feature (see Figure 51 below). 
The second orientation was further tested for the projected location of the Commandants Cottage, expected 
to lie close to the Raglan St boundary if this orientation was correct. This final test trench (in ‘x’ formation) 
found no features or artefacts, eliminating the possibility of the Commandant’s Cottage being in that area, 
leading to the conclusion that this orientation was incorrect. 
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Figure 51: Alternative orientation 2 for the KMCS (Chapel facing north). Map by Darren Watton using QGIS 2019. 

10.2.3 Location and orientation 3 

 
A third orientation and location was explored in the second phase of the KMCS3 excavation, this time to the 
north east of the initial dig sites, with the chapel oriented north (See Figure 48 above). This move was a logical 
response at the time. It was considered that significant features found thus far may be part of other (largely 
unknown) developments at the site, or they may still be linked to the KMCS. The discovery of heavy gravel 
layers (comprising context 6, 7 and 8 gravels) to the north east of the KMCS2 site, and already found in the 
KMCS3 investigations around the cobble feature (F5), were strong indicators of the potential presence of the 
KMCS in this area. Surface artefact scatter extending into this northern corner of the site also prompted this 
shift. Investigations confirmed 1946 boundary alignments in this area that matched Babington’s 1838 plan 
(although not the orientation). This necessitated considering a completely new orientation and location of the 
main KMCS complex with north oriented ninety degrees further east than the plan indication. 
 
This proved the decisive move, revealing the location and extent of the KMCS, in this northern corner of the 
site. This discovery revealed the critical error in the orientation of Babington’s original 1838 survey plans, with 
the north arrow incorrectly aligned to the west. The cobbled surface (F5), originally located in the KMCS2 
investigation finally made sense, and was determined to be the floor of the stable for the Commandant’s 
Cottage. Discovery of numerous other features, including extensive drain features, wall foundations, crushed 
rock surfaces and kitchen foundations adjoining the stable, as well as numerous other features, confirmed this. 
Artefacts found supported the early dating, and narrow range, expected for the KMCS. Similarly, artefact dates 
found in the area of the Commandant’s Cottage supported the long occupation period expected here.  
 
10.3 The KMCS main station complex 

The most intact remains of the station (excluding the Commandant’s Cottage) were found in Trenches 7, 8 and 
9 of the KMCS3 excavation, placing the main station complex towards to northern corner of the site. Features 
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here include rock and brick features likely associated with building and yard space elements such 
as compact surfaces, fireplaces, drains, post supports and walls. Due to the highly disturbed and 
fragmented nature of these features it is difficult to establish the exact footprint of the station or 
know where these features fit within the station complex. In more recent events, the main complex has been 
dissected by the road cutting for the proposed development, and in places the surface scoured in the process 
of ground clearing works. With the structure known to have been largely timber, it is not surprising that heavy 
foundations often found on historic sites are missing, fragmentary or ephemeral.  Ratcliff (2015:151) describes 
the use of timber as foundational and structural material, replacing stone and more formal framing styles. He 
describes timber used in slab walls in the Oyster Bay Probation Station and that eucalypt timber was prone to 
rotting in the ground, leaving only those constructed in conjunction with stone foundations still standing today 
(Ratcliff 2015:151). Log construction, with mouthed joints at corners, was also known in the early colonisation 
period (Ratcliff 2015:8). 
 
In the KMCS3 trench 9 area of the site, several in situ features correspond with the concentration of rooms 
along the eastern and southern perimeter of the complex (F48 - compacted rock and bricks; F49 - brick 
alignment; F47, F51, F56, F58 and F59 bluestone foundations).  Surface compaction, in-situ brick and artefact 
concentration continued into the area excavated as KMCS3 trench 7. Two parallel wall foundations (F52 and 
F53) are one of the more significant features excavated in this area, defining a long narrow linear room space, 
or spaces, of unknown length but with a width and alignment corresponding to the 1838 plan. This alignment 
was also matched in remaining faced edges of other features such as brick arrangements, bluestone 
foundations and even the likely post pad F44, suggesting a relationship between these elements and their 
belonging to the same group of buildings. 
 
The drainage system, beginning with the sump F55 in T9, and terminating in the northern area of T8 is 
extensive and is further discussed below. This system suggests a large structure, or occupied area, existed in 
this location. The feature is largely intact, although the top of the barrel drain in the northernmost section of 
T8 is missing (at the lowest point of the drain system), possibly damaged during previous ground levelling 
works, or through farming activity. The construction of the drain system in whole, marked, convict bricks offers 
unequivocal support for the existence of the KMCS here and a convict construction.  The drain system also 
establishes the lowest level of the KMCS structure and defines the anticipated physical dimensions for the 
KMCS here.  
 
Artefact analysis supports an early 1800 to early 1900 occupation of this area of the site (see Appendix 1). 
  
A gravel surface comprising of hand-broken dolerite (see Figure 53 below) appears to have been laid over the 
entire extent of the KMCS site as a base layer for construction and yard space. It is extensive in T7, T8 and T9 
and can be seen as an indicator of the extent of the site (see the text box Figure 52 below) although it may 
have been spread to some degree by farming activity or development ground works. The same gravel surface 
was also found defining the footprint the Commandant’s Cottage and yard space. It is one of the main 
elements linking the KMCS and Commandant’s Cottage areas. 
 
10.4 The Commandant’s Cottage 

The Commandant’s Cottage was defined by the features F5, a cobbled stable floor and convict brick spoon 
drain and F59, a remnant foundation in the area of the kitchen adjoining the stable. These features both 
revealed signs of significant damage, due to their incomplete nature. Although displaying enough edge 
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evidence to show orientation matching the Commandant’s Cottage orientation, their full extent 
has been obliterated by subsequent land use and development activity over a long period of 
time. The bulk of the Commandant’s Cottage footprint has been removed, with the subdivision 
road cut beyond existing foundation depth. Nearby flattened, former spoil piles, and the dump area in test pit 
5 revealed artefact spread, including convict brick fragments. Artefacts were found in this area in large 
concentrations within and on the cobbled surface and extending to other areas around this. This spread 
extended to the north western side of the road cutting, where one end of the Commandant’s Cottage likely 
extended, according to the 1838 plan. This area in general was rich with artefact spread and evidence of 
compact surfaces, suggesting the Commandant’s Cottage was utilised as a residence, with outbuildings, for a 
long time after the brief convict occupation period. Artefacts found here support occupation until the early 
1900s, perhaps until around the 1930s. The cobble surface (F5) contained some of the earliest artefacts found 
and included Chinese hand painted ceramics (pre-1840) associated with the earliest archaeological sites in 
Australia and Tasmania (see Appendix 1). 
 

A) Convict Rock Breaking 
Figure 52: Convicts and rock breaking text box.  

 



 

 
 
238 

 
A) Dolerite and the KMCS 

Figure 53: Dolerite text box. 

10.5 Drainage system  

The convict brick drainage system uncovered in the KMCS3 T8 and 9 areas represents one of the more intact 
features recorded and is the best surviving evidence of the size and extent of the KMCS. The following Figure 
54 shows the drainage system from the air using drone footage. The drainage system likely serviced the 
internal areas of the KMCS (either yard space or buildings, or both) beginning with a deep sump at the 
beginning in T9 (F55), a connecting table drain (F34) a second collection point (F35) and spoon drain (F36) in 
the central portion overlaying the table drain. To the north (the lower end), the system terminates in a large 
barrel drain (F37) lying just beyond the expected KMCS building extent. It is expected that these drains were 
utilised to remove roof and surface water from the area. The narrow but deep sump (F55) may have collected 
roof water via downpipes, given its form, and its close proximity to the wall foundation (F53).  Other similarly 
constructed table drains (F3, F27 and F28) were also found between the reservoir (F2) and the Commandant’s 
Cottage, and beyond the Commandant’s Cottage and across the access road (F25). The existence of similar 
drain types suggests a temporal relationship, although the latter drains were far cruder in construction, 
utilising mostly brick fragments and having only brick edges, but no brick base (with the basal clay layers used 
to form a natural water shedding base). The KMCS cesspit was likely located close to the area of the barrel 
drain, but its location was not able to be fully explored due to extensive polluted drainage from a nearby 1960s 
house. The presence of a pit here containing more modern tiles is intriguing and may indicate a possible 
cesspit location. 
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A) Sump (F55) and table drain (F34) at center. 

Foundation (F52) at right  

 
B) Middle section of system. Spoon drain (F36), 

Sump (F35) and Table drain (F34) 

 
C) Lower end of table drain (F34) (diagonal). Barrel 

drain at center.  

 
D) Barrel drain (F37) lower right 

Figure 54: The drainage system at the KMCS. Photos by Darren Watton using Mavic Pro drone 2019. 

10.6 The brick reservoir 

The reservoir (F2) is not indicated on the 1838 plan for the KMCS (Figure 55). It is of circular form, made from 
handmade bricks and is approx. 6.5m in diameter. It bears similarity to three reservoirs at Brickendon Estate 
near Longford that date to the early to mid 1800s. A similar sized 1850s brick reservoir (brick lining (probably 
added later) with basalt exterior) was observed by Southern Archaeology in an excavation at Tarneit in 
Victoria. Such reservoirs often had a domed brick cap similar to the one shown below in Figure 55. The 
reservoir was excavated in spits to its 1800mm brick base. Material was sieved, with almost no dateable 
material recovered, with evidence of later fill only.  Little information is available regarding a construction 
date. Mortar free, unlined construction using handmade bricks in English bond suggests an early date for 
construction (pre-1880s). The lack of any cement wall construction, lining or mortar is also indicative of an 
earlier 1800s date. The bricks appear to be better made than the marked convict bricks, but are still 
handmade, sandstock variety lacking frog marks and with very occasional evidence of thumb prints. Based on 
consistent brick quality and size, and lack of any convict era markings, this structure was built separately to the 
KMCS. Bricks were noted to be non-uniform in size, which is typical of pre-1880 handmade bricks. Construction 
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may have taken place around the same time, but most likely after given the more advanced brick 
type (better made and likely more evenly fired) and the lack of markings. It can safely be argued 
that it was built before the 1880s, when using handmade bricks became less common. It has 
been repacked around the outside with clay, with the cut line visible in Figure 55 below. This clay packing is the 
only means of sealing. The structure most likely served as a water supply to the Commandant’s Cottage 
(downhill) in the time of its use as a residence beyond the KMCS occupation period. 
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A) Reservoir at KMCS site 
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B) Reservoir with cut mark and evident backfilling with clay 
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C) Beehive dome capped well at Rowella (possibly 1830s) 

Figure 55: Reservoir (F2) at KMCS site and well at Rowella Tasmania. Photos by Darren Watton 2019. 

10.7 Other outlying features 

There are a few other features present at the site which do not fit with the KMCS plan, but which add to the 
story of the site. 
 
10.7.1 Bluestone Feature (F1) 

 
The bluestone foundation (F1) has been one of the most perplexing features on the KMCS site. Its size and 
shape fit nicely with the KMCS 1838 plan of the oven. Furthermore, a former building (seen to extend to the 
west of this foundation in the 1946 aerial) also matched, in size and shape, the feature marked ‘bakehouse’ on 
the KMCS plan. The distinct offset of this larger building also matched the KMCS plan, further strengthening 
early belief that it might be the original oven and bakehouse from the KMCS. Foundational features found to 
the west of F1 likely belonged to this additional building. The bluestone (F1) foundations extended around 1.2 
metres into the clay. Further shallow stone beams (2) also existed across the foundation.  These elements are 
consistent with a heavy foundation required to support something like a brick oven. Additionally, anecdotal 
evidence from a long-term nearby resident confirmed a bakehouse was present here, with bread carted 
towards the Hobart Road using the trackways known to pass by the bakehouse (for more on trackways see 
Section 10.7.4 below). However, based on archaeological evidence from the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations, 
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which explored two orientations pivoting on this feature, there are inconsistencies with it being 
the KMCS oven or bakehouse: 
 

• The foundations anticipated to the west were located but did not continue as per the KMCS 1838 
plan. 

• No other foundational continuation was found in any cardinal direction beyond this feature. 
• Limited artefacts found here did not reveal any dates consistent with the KMCS occupation in the 

1830s. 
• Artefact scatter dissipated in all key directions away from the feature F1. 

 
The determination for this structure was that it existed here in 1946 (and possibly long before) but was 
removed by 1973 at the latest, according to two aerial images from those years. It is suggested that the F1 
foundation likely supported an oven, attached to a bakehouse. There is a possibility that at some point, 
perhaps in the latter 1800s as the original KMCS buildings deteriorated, the original oven and bakehouse was 
removed from the KMCS location, and reconstructed in this location, closer to the former Commandant’s 
Cottage in its later life as the Denston Vale Farm homestead. This would also have placed the bakehouse in a 
convenient location beside an existing track. This repurposing suggestion might explain the uncanny 
resemblance in form and size to the KMCS oven and bakehouse arrangement. 
 
10.7.2 Barrel F10 and Brick feature F11 

 
The two features F10 (the remains of an in-situ barrel) and F11 (a fragmented brick arrangement resembling a 
step or hearth) were located within a few meters of each other, but in an area devoid of other features. Initial 
interpretation following the KMCS2 excavation was that they may have existed along a former wall alignment, 
given their linear relationship with the north-south wall of the foundation F1. This theory has since been 
discounted, given the results of further excavations and the notable lack of any other supporting evidence. 
They remain an anomaly and are considered part of the broader story of site usage beyond the KMCS 
occupation period. 
 
10.7.3 Fireplace (F14) 

 
Perhaps one of the more interesting outliers was the fireplace (F14) found as a thin, ephemeral brick imprint 
but easily identified as a fireplace from surrounding remnant ash patches and associated artefacts.  This 
feature lies around 20 metres from the north western end of the Commandant’s Cottage.  
 
Artefacts found here tell an interesting story. These artefacts indicate early occupation, with a mean date of 
around 1840. The fireplace may be associated with occupation around the same time of the KMCS occupation 
period. With the site known to have been used by the tenant Anthony Best prior to the KMCS construction, 
and then by half a dozen men engaged in extensive land clearance, it is expected that somewhere on site there 
was some form of accommodation. Another feature of the KMCS plan was labelled ‘old sod hut’, although this 
feature was not found (extensions in the T8 area were attempted to locate this feature). The area around the 
fireplace was extensively excavated but no other material was found other than the artefact scatter. 
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10.7.4 Access Roads 
 
Behind the Commandant’s Cottage (south) and to running approx. east to west, the access road 
(F25) and associated rock embankment (F26) was possibly in use from the earliest known period of site 
occupation (1830s). The remains of a cart track with a bluestone embankment was located in a brief survey of 
the northern side of the hill to the north of the Dundas Street site. This track curved around the hill and likely 
met at some point with the old Hobart Road. The 1946 aerial image shows these two components linked. 
Aerials also show this access road falling out of use by 1973. 

11 Site Disturbance and Archaeological Potential and Significance  
 
The SHAP and AMS prepared by SA (2018) overviewed the archaeological potential, disturbance and 
significance of the KMCS site prior to the KMCS2 excavation. A copy of this document was supplied to the CoL 
(the council) and to HT. 
 
The archaeological potential, disturbance and significance values will now be re-assessed based on the results 
of the KMCS2 and KMCS3 excavations. The purpose is to revalue these in order to inform the THR nomination 
especially in regard to criteria (c) of the HCH Act 1995. The focus is on Criteria (c) as this is the research 
(archaeological) value associated with the site. 
 
11.1 Assessment of Archaeological Potential (AoAP) 

11.1.1 Overview 

 
An AoAP is a desktop assessment (part of the SHAP) with the purpose of (THC 2014): 
 

• Understanding in more detail the archaeological values of the place, including its potential to contain 
significant archaeological features and deposits, and 

• Provide guidance on the appropriate course of action to protect those values. 
 
The AoAP provides an analysis of whether archaeological features or deposits are likely to exist within the 
development area and an appraisal as to the level of intactness of these features or deposits within the subject 
area. This is linked to the level of understanding and research value (Criteria (c) of the HCH Act 1995) of the 
archaeology and how it can contribute to knowledge not available from other sources such as early plans, maps, 
historic sources, written records and previous work. These items provide the preliminary matter for research 
and determination of the intactness and extent of the potential archaeology and historical research is an 
intricate part of historical archaeological potential (Burke and Smith 2004:164). In turn, this determines 
archaeological significance. For example, an archaeological site that has high research value or potential and can 
provide new or further knowledge to the historical understanding of a place is therefore of high archaeological 
significance. The inverse applies. 
 
Conversely, places of high archaeological potential (high level of intactness) may have little archaeological 
significance because they are common, highly disturbed or destroyed or well-known through documentation. 
However, because historical records and documents are often created for a specific purpose, have inherent 
biases or do not document the lives of the specific individuals, groups or activities within history they often leave 
enormous gaps within our understanding of the past (Burke and Smith 2004:166). It is possible that sites with 
low archaeological potential to be of high archaeological significance because they provide rare insight into the 
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past. Because of this it is necessary to document each site individually and to determine a level of 
archaeological potential (intactness) and significance. 
 
An AoAP provides an opportunity to (THC 2014): 
 

• Redesign or reconsider any proposals at an early stage, in order not only to avoid identified zones of 
historical archaeological potential or sensitivities; 

• Minimize or eliminate the capacity for later delays to critical path timetables; 
• Identify areas of low significance. 

 
Determining archaeological potential can be difficult because many sites are obscured by subsequent 
development or changes in use of the area. The archaeologist is particularly trained in the assessment of 
archaeological sites and best placed to determine archaeological potential or intactness through documentary 
research, field study and the collecting of oral histories and other community information (Burke and Smith 
2004:166). The Practice Note No. 2 (THC 2014) document requires an AoAP (SHAP) be completed by a qualified 
archaeologist or, in the case of a large project or development at a highly significant site, a multi-disciplinary 
team. 
 
11.1.2 Re-assessment of archaeological potential after KMCS2 and 3 excavations 

 
Archaeological potential at the KMCS site was previously rated as high in the SHAP and AMS (Southern 
Archaeology 2018). This was based on surface features, surface artefacts and anecdotal evidence from local 
residents. 
 
Extensive archaeological excavation over the KMCS2 and KMCS3 work has defined the overall location and 
extent of the KMCS and the associated Commandant’s Cottage. Features and artefacts have been recorded as 
per usual standard archaeological practices (Burke and Smith 2006). An extensive AAR and AC have been 
completed (see Appendix 1 and 2).  
 
The work has revealed that the KMCS is highly disturbed and that definable features associated with its 
construction are fragmentary. In most areas only the deepest elements such as drains, gravel surfaces and some 
lower wall or surface elements have survived. The potential for further archaeological remains in the area 
excavated is low. Most surfaces, even those that are quite intact such as the cobble surface (F5) and the table 
drains (e.g. F34) have been subject to a combination of machine digging (to reach the surface) and hand digging 
(to establish depth, integrity and relationships). Most areas have had large samples of artefacts recorded. 
However, as this was a budget and time constrained project, there is always the potential that some things may 
have been missed. Some areas such as the extent of the barrel drain (F37) were unable to be excavated to their 
full potential due to the hazardous potential of the waste flow into the area. This area may have further potential 
for excavation if the development was to re-route this pipe into the main sewerage line. The other consideration 
is that these sites are generally not confined to a particular area and that service buildings, outbuildings and 
construction areas (such as brick making or blacksmithing sites) may be found in the area or on the periphery of 
the areas. 
 
The reservoir (F2) was excavated separately and its extent and association with the KMCS established (as per 
Southern Archaeology SHAP and AMS (2018; 2019)). Around half of the reservoir is under the sub-division road 
surface. It is thought to be relatively intact and preserved here. The half excavated revealed a lot about its 
construction but very little material was able to be gleaned from the artefacts other than it is thought to have 
been filled in with demolition and farm material around the mid to late 1900s. There is little more to be gained 
here. 
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Considering the above and the archaeological potential of the site now that work has been 
completed, it is Southern Archaeology’s professional assessment that the archaeological potential 
of the KMCS site is low (to medium in some areas such as the barrel drain). 
 
11.2 Assessment of Disturbance (AoD) 

If a site is assessed, as having ‘archaeological significance, sensitivity and/or potential’ and has been disturbed 
over time it is useful to assess the nature and extent of the disturbance so that a satisfactory method of 
archaeological work can be advised by the archaeologist. Disturbance is established by analysis of the historical 
record, a site survey, liaison with the client and other relevant people, comparison with other relevant 
archaeological sites and by professional experience. It generally forms part of the Assessment of Archaeological 
Potential and Significance. 
 
The Heritage Council may also require that a certain method of archaeological work be completed to mitigate 
loss of fabric or to avoid significant or potentially significant impacts to the site (THR 2014). This may include 
non-invasive techniques such as remote sensing and/or test pitting and/or monitoring or, if unavoidable loss is 
to occur, archaeological excavation (combined archaeological testing and recording, controlled archaeological 
excavation or monitoring) (THC 2014). Redesign and further investigation may be required if the potential of 
the site or unanticipated finds are found during works. 
 
11.2.1 Previous AoD (SA SHAP 2018) 

 
Southern Archaeology previously assessed the disturbance of the site as low to medium based on features that 
were observable at the surface. For example, the bluestone wall (F1), the gravel surface and the brick wall in 
the road cutting (now known to be the reservoir). Some of these features are now assessed as not being from 
the period of the convict occupation such as the bluestone wall and the reservoir (F2 - probably built after this 
time). Other features such as the cobble surface (F5) and the associated gravel surface (F18) are thought to be 
associated with Commandant’s Cottage and yard space.  
 
11.2.2 Re-assessment of Disturbance at the site after KMCS excavation 
 
During the KMCS2 and KMCS3 archaeological excavation many new features were exposed that have been 
identified as from the convict period. It is now known that the area around the cobble surface (F5) extending 
across the road to the north is associated with the Commandant’s Cottage. This area contains yard space, 
possible outbuildings and workspaces (F24 and F29), table drains (F27 and 28) and an old access road (F25 and 
F26). In the vicinity of this area are the dump (TT5) and the fireplace (F14). 
 
Further to the east the convict station is located around 50-100m away from the Commandant’s Cottage and 
many features have been recorded here also. These include fireplaces (F32 and F54), drains and sumps (F34, 
F35, F55, F36, F37 and F57), gravel surfaces (T7, T8, and T9) and walls (F52, F53, F42 and F38). 
 
However, what is evident from the excavation is the highly disturbed nature of most of the features and areas 
at the KMCS site. Most of the Commandant’s Cottage has been destroyed by the initial demolition, farming 
activities and, in particular, the recent subdivision road construction (it appears some of the material has 
ended up in the gully to the north). Approximately half the reservoir has also been lost in this way. Similarly, 
most of the convict station is lost from the farming activity, the subdivision road and the cul-de-sac 
construction. In many of these areas all that is left is the very lowest features (i.e. T7, T8 and T9) such as the 
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gravel surfaces (for example, F18) and drains (even the barrel drain (F37) is missing the top). Very 
few identifiable features such as walls remain. 
 
For this reason, Southern Archaeology now rates the disturbance at the site as medium to high. 
 

11.3 Assessment of Archaeological Significance (AoAS) 

11.3.1 Overview 
 
The AoAS is an integral part of the process of assessing a site and whether it requires further archaeological 
work. Through research and assessment by the archaeologist it is possible to determine an understanding of the 
site and its archaeological potential (intactness). The level of archaeological potential and the sites ability to 
contribute to the understanding of history influence the level of significance assigned. The Heritage Council of 
Tasmania uses the principles of the Burra Charter 2013 as a guide in defining cultural significance. This has 
informed the criteria outlined in the HCH Act 1995 and the main criteria used to determine archaeological 
significance is criteria (c), which is based on the potential of the site (via research) to contribute to Tasmania’s 
history. 
 
The AoAS is also used to determine a sites ability to contribute to local, state, national and possibly 
international contexts. Understanding the importance of a site at these levels helps to understand how 
significant the site is. The archaeologist determines the local, state, national and international significance by 
assessing the site using the criteria in the HCH Act 1995 and the criteria in other relevant legislation such as 
local planning schemes such as the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (which mirrors the criteria in the 
HCH Act 1995), the sites inclusion on the Tasmanian Heritage Register (THR) and/or whether it has World 
Heritage Listing or National Heritage Listing. 
 
11.3.2 Previous SoAP (SA SHAP 2018) 

 
The study area is rated by Southern Archaeology as being Very Highly Significant for the following reasons (HCH 
Act 1995): 
 
Assessment under Criteria (c) of the HCH Act 1995: 
 

Criteria (c): The place has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of 
Tasmania’s history. 
 

The site is:  
 
of outstanding state significance for its association with the convict system and as a landscape which 
provides a record of early settlement and construction of important infrastructure associated with the 
development of Launceston and Tasmania. The stations association with the permanently registered (THR) 
Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme adds to this significance. 

 
The KMCS study area provides a rare opportunity to understand and investigate a convict station that was 
developed in the 1830s. Specifically, excavation of the main building structure, the ‘old’ sod hut and the 
Commandant’s Cottage from the 1830s could potentially add new information about the assignment of convicts 
in Tasmania and how a station such as this was occupied from the earliest times. This station was constructed 
at a time of transition from convict assignment to the probation system and represents a rare and intact 
archaeological context from the earliest period of Tasmanian settlement. The KMCS is a key component of the 
Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme. It is likely that these buildings were built by a convict workforce. These 
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buildings were an integral part of the establishment and growth of northern Tasmania and can 
contribute to the importance of the story of convict labour.  
  
These buildings probably provided labour for the development of local roads, bridges, and the Evandale canal 
(ELWS). The site was most probably chosen for these important buildings based on the central location within 
the area, the need for a station to assist construction of the ELWS and its accessibility to Launceston and other 
important centres for supplies and security. Convict stations were designed to house many people and were 
largely self-sufficient. This is a relatively large station on plan and it provides a unique opportunity to study 
aspects of occupation and spatial organisation and relationships. 
 
The site also provides an opportunity to compare this station to other known stations in the area such as the 
Perth Bridge Convict Station, the Morven Convict Station and the Kerry Lodge Convict Station. Archaeological 
investigation will contribute greatly to the understanding of this and other questions about these buildings, the 
function of convict stations and the development of the local area in terms of important infrastructure. 
 
Assessment under other criteria of the HCH Act 1995: 
 

• Criteria (a): The place is important to the course or pattern of Tasmania’s history – Yes, the site is a good 
example of the development and evolution of occupation in Tasmania from the earliest period of 
Tasmanian colonisation; 

• Criteria (b): The place possesses uncommon or rare aspects of Tasmania’s history – Yes, the place is one 
of very few largely archaeologically intact examples of a convict station in the north of the state and it 
likely contains rare examples of buildings/ spaces essential in the running of a convict station; 

• Criteria (d): The place is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of place in 
Tasmania’s history – Yes, the place contains buildings and infrastructure from the convict assignment 
and probation period; 

• Criteria (e): The place is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement 
– Yes, these buildings show a high degree of functionality particular to a period of early colonial 
development and the convict system. The buildings were architecturally typical of the early 1800s in 
their materials, spatial layout and site-specific manner of their construction and how materials were 
sourced. The place has associations to the ELWS, a major engineering feat at the time (1830s); 

• Criteria (f): It has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group for social 
meaning for social or spiritual reasons – Yes, has a strong association with the convict system; 

• Criteria (g): The place has a special association with the life or works of a person, or group of persons, of 
importance in Tasmania’s history – Association with particular surveyors and builders from the 1830s 
and convicts. Place has associations with the ELWS which an important scheme was associated with 
many people from the government and the region at the time (1830s). Such a site demonstrates specific 
workings of government personnel at this time and involved key persons in engineering and penal 
management; 

• Criteria (h): The place is important in exhibiting particular aesthetic characteristics – Yes, the convict 
station is unique in its design and provides a rare glimpse of a particular architectural style and function 
from the earliest times in the Tasmanian colony. 

 
Southern Archaeology rates the study area as having very high significance due to its capacity to add new 
information about the development and establishment of Tasmania. The buildings have importance as part of 
a working station from the convict period.  
 
11.3.3 Re-assessment of archaeological significance after KMCS excavation 

 
The significance of the KMCS cannot be underestimated from a social and historical perspective. This is evident 
in the public and media interest in the excavation. 
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It is, however, Southern Archaeology’s responsibility to rate the significance of this site based 
upon Criteria (c). That is: 
 

The places potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of Tasmania’s history. I.e. its 
scientific or archaeological significance. 

 
Extensive archaeological excavation has been completed at the site. There have been significant amounts of 
data collected including determination of the location, extent and condition (disturbance) of the site. The 
archaeological potential of the site has been recorded and assessed. A large sample of artefacts have been 
collected, recorded, catalogued, photographed and researched (resulting in an accompanying AAR and an AC – 
Appendix 1 and 2) which can be used for future research and analysis.  
 
The overriding result of this process in terms of the significance has been the determination that the site is 
fragmentary and highly disturbed, supported as below: 
 

1. The KMCS was known to be made largely of timber. 
2. Demolition of KMCS buildings has resulted in near-complete removal of features above ground, and 

most foundations. 
3. Ground levelling activity with material deposited as fill in the gully on the northern end of the site. 
4. Apparent reuse or robbing of materials, for example, the use and collection of marked bricks over the 

steel pipe (F11) and the brick feature (F9). 
5. Farming activities including ploughing, levelling, cropping, livestock and other related activities. 
6. The construction of the subdivision road has destroyed approx. 90% of the Commandant’s Cottage and 

approx. 70% of the KMCS. In most places only the lowest elements, such as drains and the gravel 
surfaces, have survived. 

 
Elements of the site that have beneath the shallow topsoil have been extensively excavated (with the possible 
exception of the barrel drain due to safety and health concerns). These areas include: 
 

1. The cobble surface (F5) and associated wall (kitchen F59) is one of the more significant and intact 
features. This has been extensively excavated and recorded with hand digging and sieving completed 
to the lowest contexts. 

2. The bluestone foundation (F1) has been extensively excavated (including the inside) to sterile clay and 
is thought to have been built after the convict occupation and most likely in the late 1800s to early 
1900s, possibly from materials repurposed from the KMCS site. 

3. The reservoir has been extensively excavated around the outside and internally and is thought to have 
been built during, or after, the convict occupation (although there is little to support a build during the 
occupation). Given materials and form, this was most likely between the late 1830s to c. 1880. 

4. The drainage system in T8 and T9 of the KMCS3 excavation has been extensively recorded and 
excavated with sondages in key areas to reveal depth, relationships and extent. The exception is the 
barrel drain at the northern end which was unable to be excavated due to safety and health concerns. 

5. The areas of T7, T8 and T9 in the KMCS3 excavation have been extensively archaeologically excavated 
and recorded. These areas show few features and those that are present are fragmentary and difficult 
to interpret. Some of the features such as the large stone features in T9 may be related to unplanned 
features such as fireplaces, or to later building alteration or adaptation to other purposes. 

6. The fireplace feature (F14) northwest of the Commandant’s Cottage has been extensively excavated 
and found to be fragmentary with its relationship to the KMCS unknown. It may be related to an early 
structure before the KMCS existed (connected to the original tenant), or there may have been a hut 
occupied during construction. This area is unlikely to reveal any further information. 
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7. The gully area may contain artefacts and material associated with KMCS structures. 
However, disturbance was high in this area, and material found was not in situ and would 
provide little further understanding of the site other than the possible collection of 
artefacts. 

8. The area around the Commandant’s Cottage (T2, T3, T4 and T6) has been extensively excavated and is 
unlikely to reveal any further information or understanding of the site. 

9. Unusual additional features such as the barrel, table drain and brick feature (F3, F9 and F10) have been 
extensively excavated. These are anomalies on the site and their relationship to the KMCS site is 
unknown. The table drain (F3) was most likely constructed to drain the common space between the 
KMCS and the Commandant’s Cottage. More of these fragmentary features may be uncovered during 
the subdivision development but will probably add little further information and would be satisfied 
with a monitoring recommendation in further works. 

 
As a result, Southern Archaeology now rates the significance of the site under Criteria (c) of the HCH Act 1995 
as low to medium significance. 

12 Archaeological Method Statement (AMS) 
 

12.1 AMS Overview 

This overview describes the purpose and requirements of an AMS. 
 
If a place is determined as having significant archaeological value, particularly under criterion (c) the ‘Heritage 
Council may require the preparation of a Statement of Archaeological Potential (SoAP) (as part of a SHAP report) 
to ensure impacts to significant archaeological values are considered’ (Heritage Tasmania [HT] website, accessed 
June 2016). Usually this will assist the Heritage Council in determining if an AMS is required ‘to lessen the impacts 
on the significant archaeological values’ (HT Website, accessed June 2016). In some cases where the significance 
of the site is considered high an AMS will be prepared as part of the SHAP report.  
 
The AMS should include (THC 2014): 
 

• Extracts as appropriate from the SHAP; 
• An archaeological strategy, outlining the proposed stages of works and protocols for undertaking that 

work; 
• An Archaeological Research Design (ARD); 
• An archaeological methodology for a full controlled excavation; 
• Provisions for archaeological advice to be given in planning stages of any exploratory works or 

environmental site assessments, if applicable; 
• A strategy for reburial/rehabilitation of the site, if applicable; 
• A proposal for artefact analysis, including procedures for management and conservation of finds during 

the field program and analysis stage; 
• A program that provides for the communication of new found information to be made available to the 

Tasmanian community. 
 
Upon completion the Heritage Council requires two separate reports in a timely manner (THC 2014): 
 

1. A final report which presents the findings of the excavation in a comprehensive and systematic 
framework; 

2. A project archive containing – copies of excavation, records, plans and sectional drawings, selected 
artefacts drawings and/or photographs, photographs of the excavation, notes pertaining to site 



 

 
 
252 

interpretation and analysis, artefacts catalogue, appropriate digital copies of 
documentation and an index of all the material provided. 

 
12.2 AMS Requirements 

It is usually a requirement of Practice Note No. 2 that an AMS be prepared when excavation is proposed at a site 
to be developed. This site already has development approval. The relevant local planning scheme may also 
require the preparation of an AMS. This was not the case in this excavation.  
 
The following items should occur before commencement of excavation as significant as this one and many of 
them were addressed or defined in the AMS (Southern Archaeology 2018). The following points address these 
items: 
 

• A copy of the AMS be supplied to the Tasmanian Heritage Council (while not a requirement here, HT 
was made aware of the project) and the proponent (in this case the CoL). 

• In regard to Aboriginal heritage, there is no requirement for an AHAR, but an Unanticipated Discoveries 
Plan (UDP) was included and supplied to CoL as part of the excavation process. 

• Tasmania police should be advised if there is any possibility of finding of human skeletal remains in 
accordance with the Coroners Act 1995. In this case there is no reasonable expectation of finding skeletal 
remain. 

• A suitably qualified archaeologist should supervise archaeological works. This was completed by 
Southern Archaeology; 

• The objectives of the archaeological work should be clearly defined and understood by the supervising 
archaeologist and employees/volunteers. A summary of the excavation and the safety requirements 
were supplied to all relevant parties. 

• The archaeologist should consult with the client prior to the commencement of work and the 
responsibilities of both parties be clearly defined and understood. A copy of the relevant documents 
was supplied to the CoL to be passed on to the landowner prior to work. 

• A ‘Dial before you Dig’ search for services should be completed prior to commencement of work (Council 
was requested to supply Southern Archaeology with all details regarding the services at the site, a ‘Dial 
Before You Dig’ was completed); 

• Spoil management and disposal should be organized before commencement of the excavation. The 
landowner took responsibility for all spoil and backfilling management as negotiated. Southern 
Archaeology put geo fabric over all major features at the completion of the work and before backfilling. 
This is shown in Figure 50 above. 

• Items such as water supply, provision of toilet facilities, safety fencing and shoring, concrete cutting and 
building demolition, marking out of and surveying of the site and the provision of equipment and tools 
should be clearly defined and understood by all parties prior to commencement of works. All these items 
were adequately provisioned prior to commencement. 

• Limitations and constraints such as bad weather, contaminants, management of groundwater, toxic 
materials, the discovery of Aboriginal heritage and structural concerns should be defined and a plan for 
their management organized. These items were addressed prior to commencement. 

• OH & S issues should be clearly defined before commencement of work. A Job Safety Assessment (JSA) 
was prepared by the archaeologist and other relevant contractors prior to commencement of 
excavation. Southern Archaeology completed a JSA prior to commencement and it to the CoL and 
volunteers. 

 

12.3 AMS for the KMCS Study Area 

An AMS was prepared by Southern Archaeology prior to the KMCS excavations. The main purpose of this 
summary is to address the Archaeological Research Design (ARD) questions raised in the AMS (Southern 
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Archaeology 2018). On this occasion an AMS was not requested by the HT (for the KMCS2 
excavation) but Southern Archaeology prepared one as per usual practice, because of the 
archaeological significance of the site and to focus and inform the excavation process (it was 
supplied to CoL and HT). A basic outline of the procedure for the KMCS3 excavation was also supplied to the 
CoL and HT for the KMCS3 excavation at their request and after the nomination of the site to the THR. 
 
The KMCS study area was initially assessed as having high archaeological potential, very high archaeological 
significance and this significance is considered to be at a state level. This assessment prompted the preparation 
of an AMS by Southern Archaeology.  
 
The report also recommended that a controlled and systematic archaeological excavation by feature and 
context occur on this site (Burke and Smith 2004). In the week prior to the excavation (due to the size and lack 
of known feature locations) it was negotiated with council that an excavator would be present for the 
excavation (to complete open area excavation and this was outlined in this AMS report as per usual legislative 
requirements for significant places. It was thought that features within these areas were likely to be destroyed 
or damaged by subdivision works and the controlled archaeological excavation using a machine was required 
to be supervised by an Archaeologist. The excavator greatly assisted in the location of features that may 
otherwise have been missed without it. 
 
The following note was added within the AMS as a precautionary inclusion: 
 

It should be noted that the location of trenches will be fluid, and once features are exposed through excavation 
the plans will be reassessed based upon measurements and orientation of the original 1838 KMCS plan. It should 
also be noted that the magnetic variation from 1838 to today is approx. +13 degrees (positive – east) and this will 
need to be considered when features are exposed. 

 
The difficulty that was eventually encountered was that the original 1838 plan had north incorrectly marked on 
the map and that certain features either did (i.e. the bluestone foundation (F1)) fit with the rooms shown on 
the plan (such as dimensions and construction techniques) or did not such as the cobble surface (F5) if the 
orientation (the north arrow) was considered correct. This lead to changes in trench design to consider 
alternative orientations. 
 
12.4 Archaeological Research Design (ARD) 

As part of the AMS (Southern Archaeology 2018) an ARD was prepared prior to the KMCS2 and KMCS3 
excavations.  
 
12.4.1 ARD Overview 

 
The ARD is typically set up as a set of questions which seek relevant answers about the research information 
about the site that contribute to a greater understanding of Tasmania’s history (Criteria (c), HCH Act 1995). The 
questions should answer the research objectives of the archaeological work (THC 2009). The THC (2009) 
encourages a tiered structured set of questions as follows: 
 

• Tier One Questions – Outline the essential knowledge base needed for any site research or significance 
evaluations. These questions are typically empirical (based on observations rather than theory or pure 
logic) and have straightforward answers. Examples include, when was the site occupied? What were the 
phases of use? What activities were conducted at the site? When was this site abandoned? 

• Tier Two Questions – Connect the material remains on the site with specific behaviour. For example, 
Does the contents of the privy tell us anything about the activities within the house? 
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• Tier Three Questions – Associate the activities and behaviour at individual sites with broad 
social and cultural developments such as the processes of industrialization, or cultural 
change. These are often open- ended inquiries, which seek refined and nuanced 
understandings of human cultures within broader theoretical or comparative contexts 

 
12.4.2 ARD for the KMCS study area 
 
The following ARD questions were prepared for the KMCS site prior to the KMCS2 excavation.  
 
The controlled archaeological excavation at the KMCS study area seeks to provide a greater understanding of 
the early phase of development (convict period) in the broader context of Tasmania’s settlement history. The 
following questions have been developed specifically for the KMCS site: 
 

• Do the archaeological features at the KMCS site provide any understanding and insight into when and 
how the site was first occupied, developed and used (particularly in relation to the convict period)?  

• Can this site provide any insight into the development of infrastructure in northern Tasmania? For 
example, the Evandale canal (ELWS) and local road infrastructure; 

• Can the excavation provide insight into how this site compares to other known convict sites (particularly 
probation or road station sites) in Tasmania? 

• Can the archaeology reveal information about the role of convicts in Tasmania and more specifically the 
north of the state? For example, is there any evidence from the excavation that may show the presence 
of convicts at the site and contribute to the story of social relationships at the site or how the station 
was occupied and run? 

• What do the contents of the buildings at the site reveal about social activity or particular work roles at 
the site? Is there evidence of earlier occupation of the site? 

• What can be learnt about specific functions of individual buildings or components? Can comparisons be 
made to the structure and function of other buildings in the area and how these buildings contributed 
to the overall establishment of the area? 

• Can findings from this excavation reveal any information about economic development and the 
evolution of the European colony regionally or in Tasmania in general? 

• Can the time when this building fell into disuse or was demolished be established from the content of 
the site? Was this during the convict period or did the building continue to be used after it was sold in 
the 1850s (and if so, how was it used)? 
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12.4.3 Response to ARD questions and the results of the KMCS excavation 
 
Table 29 shows the ARD questions and the responses following the KMCS excavations. 
 

Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
• Do the archaeological 

features at the KMCS 
site provide any 
understanding and 
insight into when and 
how the site was first 
occupied, developed 
and used (particularly 
in relation to the 
convict period)? 

Features and artefactual evidence supports historical use of the site, likely associated with convict occupation around 1836.  
 
Supporting evidence includes: 

• Features found are located in areas, positions and alignments matching existing plans (with the exception of the north arrow being 
incorrectly marked on the original 1838 plan). 

• A heavy dolerite crushed gravel layer (likely hand crushed) defines the area of the KMCS and Commandant’s Cottage. 
• The presence of features built with convict bricks provides clear evidence of convict period association. 
• Cobbles and foundational features found support the presence of the associated Commandant’s Cottage. 
• Artefacts found support early occupation consistent with these features (and are consistent with artefacts recorded on early sites in 

Hobart, the C. H. Smith site in Launceston and Yorktown). 
• Artefacts found, including hand-wrought nails, hand-made bricks and heavy tools support industrious, self-sufficient activity on site.  
• Some heavy in situ stone material shows tooling marks and laying consistent with early construction methods. 
• Extensive convict brick drains support the former presence of a number of buildings over a significant area. 
• Lack of extensive foundational material supports the known construction method of timber framing (including foundations) and 

cladding. 
• Large iron spikes and nails found on site, are indicative of timber construction. 
 
Evidence of convict occupation is limited to built features (i.e. few personal items) but this supports the known short occupation. 
 
Historical accounts of continued occupation (to the early 1900s at least) of a residence matching the description of The Commandant’s 
Cottage is supported by broad dating evidence for artefacts found in this location. 
  
The importance of the horse for transport, site development and farming work is supported by the discovery of a stable at the 
Commandant’s Cottage, and the presence of old horseshoes across the entire site.  
 
The fireplace feature (F14) may be associated with the earliest occupation and timber getting on the site. Six convicts were reported to 
have first occupied the site in the early phase of KMCS groundworks and building.  
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
• Can this site provide 

any insight into the 
development of 
infrastructure in 
northern Tasmania? 
For example, the 
Evandale canal (ELWS) 
and local road 
infrastructure? 

The KMCS was part of a system or network of convict stations in the area constructed to develop infrastructure in the growing Tasmanian 
colony. Specifically, this station was one of several built in the 1830s to assist constructing the ELWS and associated local road and bridge 
infrastructure. The 1830s is known as a period of high population growth and development in Tasmania (Solomon 1976). This growth period 
focussed particularly on expansion into the northern part of Tasmania, While the ELWS was only partially completed it represented a positive 
and significant investment in the north of Tasmania, meeting population growth and emphasising the importance of water. It also supports 
the importance of Launceston as the major northern settlement and port with arterial connections across the north, to Hobart and to the 
mainland of Australia. 
 
The road access (F25), was also found as a clear road cutting on an adjacent property and likely leading from the old Hobart Road. Historic 
records indicate that little work was undertaken on the ELWS scheme at this site but is expected that some canal-type construction was likely 
undertaken during the brief occupation period of the KMCS. Further evidence of the ELWS scheme and roads may exist on the site, or nearby. 

• Can the excavation 
provide insight into 
how this site compares 
to other known convict 
sites (particularly 
probation or road 
station sites) in 
Tasmania? 

Other convict station sites in the north of Tasmania have been briefly compared and it appears that the size, extent and investment into 
convict stations varied from site to site. The KMCS, in terms of its comparable size and scale, appears to have been constructed as a major 
station in the area. It may have been intended as a parent station for a range of works. It appears from the historical record that the 
overseers used a certain amount of discretion (with or without permission) in the approach to construction of these stations. The station was 
reported to have been well built, beyond allocated budget. There are other station plans (for example, the Brighton Convict Station) that 
show similarities in design. 
 
Readily available station plans show that designs and construction methods vary enormously from one station to another with many 
differently qualified persons undertaking the design work and drawing plans.  The error in the orientation of the 1838 plan also suggests that 
perhaps other stations contain mistakes or variances in their plans, which stands as a warning to future archaeologists reliant on such 
evidence. It appears station design was based on individual needs such as permanency, proximity to resources, infrastructure or project type, 
proximity to urban or population centres, ongoing need and the number of convicts that were needed to be housed. Proximity to water 
appears to be one of the most important siting factors with all the convict stations in the immediate area located beside creeks or rivers. 
 
There is further research potential here. 

• Can the archaeology 
reveal information 
about the role of 
convicts in Tasmania 
and more specifically 
the north of the state? 
For example, is there 
any evidence from the 
excavation that may 
show the presence of 

There was little direct evidence of the former presence of convicts at the site. There are some small items of possible connection such as pipe 
fragments, the felt hat, shoes and tools. The hem weight is possibly associated with a military frock coat. Some tools appear to be 
stonemasonry tools such as large rock working chisels. Other tools include a hand-wrought turning or strake chisel (possibly used to gouge 
wood for guttering etc) and numerous axes including an old-style mortising axe. These were possibly used by convicts in construction and 
maintenance activities at the KMCS or may be linked to subsequent occupation.  
 
The lack of personal items may also reflect the short period of convict occupation at this site, probably as little as 6 months to a few years. 
The historical record indicates 6 months. Most of this time was probably spent establishing the station and clearing timber as described in the 
historical record and there may have been little opportunity for recreational activities. 
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
convicts at the site and 
contribute to the story 
of social relationships 
at the site or how the 
station was occupied 
and run? 

While the direct evidence is scant, the indirect evidence is substantial. Some surviving features contain hand worked foundation stones, and 
cobbles in the stable show some care with selection and placement. The skill of the workers and the design of the station is emphasised by 
the extensive drainage networks. Marked bricks show the importance and skill of the brickmakers (the thumbprints are tantalising evidence 
of convict individuals). The variance in style and markings (with many bricks having multiple markings) are evidence of the importance of this 
procedure at the time. The hand broken dolerite and other gravels show the construction methods and extent of labour and suggest 
employment of convicts in hard labour. To imagine such work undertaken in chains adds further to the hardships endured at this site, even 
before the intended canal works took place. The hand-wrought nails and other metal artefacts found also testify to the convict lot. The 
location of the Commandant’s Cottage closer to the water supply may also indicate a deliberate preference for this position. The structural 
elements of the site are very revealing. 
 
More indirectly the Commandant’s Cottage artefact collection indicates some disparity between the military and the convicts. Early ceramics 
found here, and lacking in the area of the station itself, suggest that a better quality of material was likely supplied to the overseers, or came 
as personal possessions. Chinese porcelain, the early cobalt floral designs, shell edge ceramics and hand painted earthenware are some 
examples. The ceramic collection in general shows huge amounts of plain utilitarian ware porcelain and earthenware, possibly reflecting 
government issue. Convict supplies of domestic ware were probably limited and perhaps made of metal as other site collections indicate. 
Convict possessions were limited and have probably disappeared over the years or may have been moved along with the convict population, 
or were perhaps individually protected or valued by convicts, fearing punishment if items were lost or damaged. 

• What can be learnt 
about specific 
functions of individual 
buildings or 
components?  

• Can comparisons be 
made to the structure 
and function of other 
buildings in the area 
and how these 
buildings contributed 
to the overall 
establishment of the 
area? 

The contents found in the Commandant’s Cottage kitchen area (F59) and stables (F5) reflect both domestic and service use with items such as 
ceramics, metal items of a work nature, and bottle and window glass. Some personal items such as marbles and doll fragments were present 
and dating here reflects long occupation, and the presence of families. Structural items such as nails were also present. Areas around this 
reflect a more diverse range of items and include more horseshoes and tools. The area to the south of the Commandant’s Cottage may have 
been a blacksmithing or other work area. 
 
Items found in T7 and T9, the southern areas of the KMCS were more commonly work related or structural (for example tools, horseshoes, 
hand-wrought spikes and nails) with domestic items (like ceramic) less represented. In Trench 8 around one linear foundation (F38) a large 
scatter of domestic elements was found. This is in the likely area of the mess hall and chapel, and large volumes of plain utilitarian ware 
ceramic and oyster shell in particular suggest a possible discard location and domestic association  

• Can findings from this 
excavation reveal any 
information about 
economic 
development and the 

The building of convict stations was a response to regional infrastructure requirements, a growing population and a need to control and keep 
an ever-growing population of convicts housed and busy (see Solomon 1976). The KMCS served this need in the north – The ELWS was an 
example of significant investment in the north. These stations were also often temporary and the KMCS was subject to conflict over lease 
rights, ownership of land and resources and the need for public infrastructure. This was a period where questions were arising regarding the 
role of transportation, the convict in society and the humanity of servitude. The KMCS operated in a time of change from the assignment 
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Archaeological Research 
Design (ARD) question 

 
Response 

 
evolution of the 
European colony 
regionally or in 
Tasmania in general? 

system to the probation system, leading to the eventual abolition of convictism in the 1850s in Tasmania. Potential differences between 
classes are suggested here. There is little evidence of the convict but the area around the Commandants Cottage reveals the ceramics and 
items of everyday use restricted to the controlling classes. 

• Can the time when this 
building fell into disuse 
or was demolished be 
established from the 
content of the site? 
Was this during the 
convict period or did 
the building continue 
to be used after it was 
sold in the 1850s (and 
if so, how was it used)? 

Based upon archaeological excavation and artefactual analysis the following approximate dates for construction and demolition of certain 
structures can be postulated: 

• The fireplace (F14) was likely part of a structure built before or around the time of the KMCS construction. It probably served as a 
dwelling or support building for work on the site (i.e. timber getting) in the early 1830s to 1850s. This building most likely fell into 
disuse and demolished in the late 1800s. Artefact dating from around F14 suggests a median date of 1840 and a termination date of 
around 1900. 

• KMCS constructed c.1836 using convict labour and occupied by convicts till around 1838 when it was abandoned and thereafter 
served as a service building to the Commandant’s Cottage (the Commandant’s Cottage became a residence). The convict station was 
probably demolished in the late 1800s to early 1900s. The area around the T8 wall (F38) may have continued to be used or formed 
part of a residence during this time based on the amount of ceramics present and other items recorded here. 

• The Commandant’s Cottage was built concurrently with the KMCS (c.1836) and served as the dwelling for the superintendent until 
c.1838 when it became a private residence. It was probably demolished in the early 1900s (it was definitely gone by 1946).  

• The reservoir was probably built after the KMCS, any time from 1840 to 1880 and continued to be used until it was filled, probably 
between 1960 and1980. 

• The bluestone feature (F1) was most likely built as an oven foundation in the early to mid 1900s (possibly from foundation material 
re-purposed from the convict station). It was possibly a commercial bakehouse, demolished around the mid 1980s (anecdotal 
evidence supports this). 

• The access road (F25) was probably an access road from the earliest time of occupation. 
Table 30: Answers to ARD questions as a result of the KMCS excavation. 
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13 Artefact Analysis Report  
 

13.1 Report Summary 

An AAR and AC were completed for this project (SA 2019). A copy of these will be included as an appendix to 
this draft report (Appendix 1 (AAR) and 2 (AC)). This includes the results of the artefact analysis and should be 
consulted for further artefact details. The following is a brief summary. 
 
Approx. 4484 artefacts were analysed in the KMCS2 excavation and approx. 5708 artefacts were analysed in 
the KMCS3 excavation. This is a total of 10192 fragments and items collected and recorded.  
 
After grouping the catalogue records 1306 items in the KMCS2 excavation and 1897 items in the KMCS3 
excavation. This is a total of 3203 items recorded in the two ACs. The following report is based on the ACs from 
the two excavations. 
 
Key aspects of the artefact analysis are summarised below: 
 

• Artefacts found in the T3 and T6 areas suggest a significant structure existed here (nails and window 
glass) and suggest domestic use (high densities of ceramic and bottle glass). This supports the 
determination that this was kitchen area (F59) and the Commandant’s Cottage building as indicated on 
the 1838 plan. Dating of items from this area (Chinese hand painted porcelain, embossed shell edge, 
large floral ware, hand wrought nails and convict marked bricks) is consistent with an early (1830s) 
occupation continuing into the 1900s, likely demolished by 1920, or definitely by 1946 (as indicated in 
the 1946 aerial). 

• Results of artefact analysis suggest that the area behind Commandant’s Cottage was a services and 
yard space area associated with the stables (F5 cobble surface) and kitchen (F59) or an area which may 
have supported other outbuildings. An access road also came close by this area. Artefacts included 
horseshoes and tools such as chisels and axe heads. 

• Artefactual material in the broader area here, defined by gravel surfaces (visible on both sides of the 
subdivision road and including areas T3, T4, T5, is consistent with early structures and/or outbuildings 
existing here. 

• Artefact material surrounding the outlying fireplace feature (F14) to the north west of the 
Commandant’s Cottage area suggest an early (domestic) occupation here or some possibility of 
artefactual spread from the Commandant’s Cottage. Dating of this material suggests an occupation 
from early to mid 1800s at the latest. Artefactual material included marked ceramics, shell edge 
ceramic and bottle glass. 

• The bluestone foundation (F1) excavated in the KMCS2 excavation revealed artefacts with a mean date 
of 1870 to 1890, supporting the current belief that this feature has no temporal association with the 
KMCS occupation. There was a significant decrease in the density of artefacts in every direction away 
from this feature (F1) indicating that this was an isolated structure, likely no bigger than the two-
building arrangement shown in the 1946 aerial. Artefacts included late 1800s to early 1900s ceramics 
and bottle glass. 

• Artefacts found in the T2 area, with volumes suggestive of the existence of a building here, revealed an 
early median date of 1840. This area (to the south of, and including, an old access road) is now thought 
not to be part of the convict station but reflect yard space, a dumping area, a services area or 
outbuildings for the Commandant’s Cottage located no more than 20-30m away. Artefacts include 
ceramics, marked bricks and bottle glass. The road is most likely an original access point possibly from 
the time of convict occupation or before. 
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• The T7, T8 and T9 areas all contained material associated with the convict station and use 
consistent with service use. This included tools such as chisels and punches, hand-
wrought nails, marked bricks and some ceramics especially in T8. 

• Other key areas included the dump (TP5 – containing marked bricks and ceramics and bottle glass), the 
barrel (containing hand-wrought nails and the complete 1850-1885 bottle). 

 
Artefacts recorded in this analysis are consistent with conclusions achieved regarding the KMCS site regarding 
occupation, dating, extent and significance. 
 

13.2 Artefact collection significance  

The significance of the KMCS artefact collection is rated by Southern Archaeology as being very high. These 
items form some of the only record of the occupation of the KMCS (many of the features excavated at the site 
were highly disturbed and at the time of writing this report the future of the site is unknown and contentious). 
 

13.3 Artefact storage and display  

The artefacts are currently held by the Southern Archaeology offices at: 
 
1 Old Punt Road 
Perth Tasmania 7300. 
 
This storage arrangement is not satisfactory as these artefacts should be held somewhere that more secure 
and possibly accessible for further research or where arrangements can be made for public display. 
 
Southern Archaeology recommends storage by the CoL or the QVMAG either at the: 
 
Town Hall Council Chambers (or similar council facility) 
City Offices,  
St John Street,  
Launceston TAS 7250.      
 
Queen Victoria Museum and Art Gallery 
2 Invermay Rd,  
Invermay TAS 7248 
 
Display of the major items connected with the collection is recommended. Such items could include the 
complete bottle from the barrel, the various tools found associated with the KMCS (particularly the mortising 
axe, the strake gouge chisel and the stonemasons chisels) , the horseshoes (especially those of a unusual 
nature), a collection of hand wrought nails and spikes, some early ceramic fragments (in particular those found 
around the Commandant’s Cottage such as the Chinese porcelain) and other items of particular interest. The 
felt hat and shoe fragments are currently still being assessed and/or curated. These items may be available for 
special display depending on their fragility. 
 
It is recommended this display be a professionally made glass display box and be located in the CoL Town Hall 
entry with appropriate interpretation material. 
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SA would be happy to liaise on the content and interpretation of these items. 

14 Recommendations 
 
Recommendations made in this report are primarily focussed on informing the City of Launceston and the 
Tasmanian Heritage Council of the archaeological (and social significance of the site), considering the 
nomination of the Kings Meadows Convict Station on the Tasmanian Heritage Register. The analysis of the 
findings and the cataloguing and analysis of artefacts have now been completed. Recommendations are made 
by Southern Archaeology taking into account the following: 
 

• Extensive archaeological excavation has been completed at the Kings Meadows Convict Station site 
and the location and extent of the Kings Meadows Convict Station and the associated Commandant’s 
Cottage recorded (Criteria (c) HCH Act 1995), with detailed recording and analysis of features and 
artefacts captured in this report.  

• Associated artefacts were located, collected and recorded in relation to the context of their discovery 
and have been catalogued and analysed as detailed in the Artefact Analysis Report (AAR). 

• The remains of the Kings Meadows Convict Station are largely ephemeral and fragmentary. 
• The site was occupied by convicts for a limited time (probably less than two years). 
• High degrees of disturbance at the site from demolition, farming and development activity has 

impacted these remains. 
• Intense media scrutiny and public interest has added a layer of complexity to the project. 
• The landowner, with a Development Application approved, has been significantly impacted by this 

project.  
• Limited funding and time constraints have impacted this project. 

 
For purposes of this report the recommendations have been divided into three (3) categories as follows: 
 

3. Archaeological recommendations with regards to the archaeological aspects of the Kings Meadows 
Convict Station site, the Kings Meadows Convict Station artefact collection and the nomination for 
inclusion on the Tasmanian Heritage Register. 

4. Management recommendations for the Kings Meadows Convict Station site and the Kings Meadows 
Convict Station artefact collection. 

5. Procedural recommendations regarding risk to future significant archaeological sites, considering 
issues arising from this project (these are known as learnings or considerations in the Executive 
Summary). 

 
Archaeological recommendations:  
 

• No further archaeology work is required at the Kings Meadows Convict Station site at this time with 
the exception of unanticipated discoveries possible during building or excavation works. Further 
archaeological remains (i.e. other features, road surfaces, outbuildings and/or service areas associated 
with the Kings Meadows Convict Station site) may still exist. These may include brick making areas, 
access roads, sawpits, blacksmithing areas, huts, walls, cesspits, road surfaces, sub-surface drains or 
the like. 
 

• If unanticipated discoveries are made during sub-division work or any sub-surface work the landowner 
or developer should: 
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o Inform the City of Launceston of any archaeological features or material 
uncovered (unanticipated discoveries) and City of Launceston should engage a 
suitably qualified archaeologist to record and investigate the features or 
material. 

o That the area around the barrel drain (F37) be monitored by a qualified archaeologist during 
sub-division works in this area to record the extent of this feature. 

• Any decisions in regard to the listing of the site on the Tasmanian Heritage Register should consider 
the landowner and the archaeological significance under Criteria (c) of the HCH Act rating of low to 
medium. 

• The Evandale to Launceston Water Scheme (ELWS) Datasheet (Pl. Id. 11063) be updated and the Kings 
Meadows Convict Station be correctly located and described within this listing. 

 
Management recommendations:  
 

• That the City of Launceston give consideration to locating the sub-division open space in an area that 
will encapsulate at least a portion of the Kings Meadows Convict Station site, for example the area of 
the drainage system (T8 and T9).  

• That the City of Launceston (in negotiation with the landowner and Southern Archaeology) consider 
the design and placement of an interpretative sign or memorial that recognises the site. This might 
include certain resilient artefacts such as marked convict bricks or salvaged reservoir bricks and would 
ideally be located in the open space allocation for the sub-division. 

• That consideration be given for an interpretative pamphlet or book detailing the history of the Kings 
Meadows Convict Station, the Kings Meadows Convict Station excavation, the system of convict 
stations in Tasmania (in particular in the north of the state and the role of convicts in the north). This 
should be made available to the wider public. 

• That consideration for funding be made to document the location of other stations in the area and to 
provide a history of convict infrastructure in the Launceston region. 

• That a regional study be completed by the City of Launceston which documents major heritage and 
archaeological sites within the Launceston area. 

• That the Kings Meadows Convict Station artefact collection be permanently stored in a secure location 
considering access for future research. 

• That a permanent display of some of the Kings Meadows Convict Station artefact collection be 
considered at a suitable place for public appreciation and research access (possibly the Launceston 
Town Hall – the City of Launceston offices). 

• That the felt hat be donated to Queen Victoria Museum and Art Gallery for storage and/or display in a 
controlled environment which best preserves this significant artefact. It is also recommended that 
further conservation occur that will ensure the protection of this significant artefact and that it be 
entered on the Australian Dress Register so it can be appreciated by the wider public and compared to 
other apparel for research purposes (this has been suggested by Queen Victoria Museum and Art 
Gallery). 

 
Procedural Recommendations: 
 

• Sites not registered on the Tasmanian Heritage Register or undiscovered archaeological sites are in 
danger of being overlooked in favour of built heritage or registered sites. There is a focus on known 
sites, built heritage and sites registered on the Tasmanian Heritage Register. This is also the case for 
unregistered or undiscovered Aboriginal heritage sites. 

• Mechanisms are required at a local or state level for protecting and investigating archaeological and 
heritage sites not listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register. 

• There is currently no process for dealing with heritage sites after Development Applications are 
approved and addressing this is strongly recommended in light of this project. 
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• There is a gap in our understanding of archaeology and heritage in the north of the state 
(i.e. few archaeological excavations have been completed and there has been very little 
research) which needs addressing. 

• Overlays (Potential Historical Archaeologically Sensitivity (PHAS) Zones) are required within local 
planning schemes in Tasmania which highlight areas of archaeological potential. 

• There is confusion at many levels as to who is responsible for protecting, preserving, highlighting and 
researching heritage sites especially archaeological heritage. There is also confusion around who 
should fund heritage site work. This needs to be addressed. 

• Rural sites not registered on the Tasmanian Heritage Register are often at risk from development or 
are poorly documented and overlooked in planning schemes. 

• There needs to be more research into the location and types of heritage sites around the Launceston 
region and greater Tasmania.  

• A repository is required for heritage information and research collected by interested 
individuals or groups to deposit this valuable information. This needs to accessible for 
heritage professionals. 

• Further research be undertaken into the individual convicts associated with the Kings 
Meadows Convict Station 
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