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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Department of Environment and Science (DES) has received an application for the entry in the 
Queensland Heritage Register (QHR) of the Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf (Nomination). The 
Nomination is for the entry of the whole of the site located at 405 and 405B Thynne Road, Morningside (the 
Site). 

The Site is owned by  and consists of two lots: 

- the freehold interest in Lot 2 on RP863808; and 
- the leasehold interest in Lot 994 on SP184575, as set out in the Wet Lease. 

The Site consists of various elements, most relevantly to the Nomination being: 

- the Cairncross Dock (the Dock) which is a dry dock facility; 
- infrastructure ancillary to the Dock (the Ancillary Structures) which comprises a series of buildings 

and other structures to support the operation of the Dock; and 
- a berthing wharf (the Wharf) which extends into the Brisbane River and is located on Lot 994 on SP 

184575, over which there is a Wet Lease. 

The Dock was constructed in the early to mid-1940s on the Brisbane River at Morningside. It was a 
combined project of the Commonwealth and Queensland governments during World War II for the 
maintenance and repair of boats and ships as part of the war effort of Australia and its allies. The Dock 
opened in September 1944, towards the end of the War, with most of the wartime ship repairs and 
maintenance having been carried out at the South Brisbane Dry Dock.  

After World War II and into the 1950s and 1960s, the Dock was operated by the Queensland government for 
ship repair and painting, in conjunction with the earlier South Brisbane Dry Dock at South Brisbane. The Site 
was largely redeveloped in the late 1960s and early 1970s, including the construction of the Wharf which 
extends into the Brisbane River.  

Today, the Dock and Wharf remain, but have not been operated for some years. 

The Site is currently vacant, and most of the Ancillary Structures have either been demolished or significantly 
vandalised. The only other surviving structures from the 1940s are a chimney/smokestack and the remnants 
of the breasting wharf that have been assessed as having no cultural heritage significance.  

In October 2022 a Development Application (DA) was lodged over Lot 2 on RP863808 for a Development 
Permit for Operational Work to infill the Dock, readying the Site for a conventional industrial subdivision and 
development.  

A Nomination was made to enter the Site in the QHR as a State Heritage Place, in November 2022 under 
the Queensland Heritage Act 1992 (QHA).   

The Nomination contends that the Site satisfies four of the eight criteria for cultural heritage significance in 
Section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

(a) the place is important in demonstrating the evolution or pattern of Queensland’s history; 

(b) the place demonstrates rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural 
heritage; 

(d) the place is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a particular class of 
cultural places; 

(f) the place is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a 
particular period.  

This report concludes that the Site (including the Dock and the Wharf) does not satisfy the criteria in s.35(1) 
of the QHA, and should not be entered in the QHR as a State Heritage Place.  A summary of that 
assessment is set out in Table 1. 

In particular, the Site does not satisfy the criteria in s.35(a), (b) (d) or (f) of section 35 (1) of the QHA, as set 
out in the Nomination. 
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For completeness, the technical assessment has concluded that the Site also does not satisfy the other 
criteria of the QHA – namely criteria (c), (e), (g) or (h).  

Sites that are identified for their heritage value and entered in the QHR as State Heritage Places are 
considered to have special qualities over and above their utilitarian nature and appearance – their ability to 
importantly demonstrate aspects of history, their formal and/or aesthetic qualities, and their special 
associations with specific persons or groups of importance to the society of Queensland. The technical 
assessment has concluded that the Site does not have any special qualities that would warrant entry in the 
QHR as a State Heritage Place.  

Table 1: Summary Table of Assessment of Cultural Significance 

Criterion of significance Assessment against criterion 
a) the place is important in 

demonstrating the evolution 
or pattern of Queensland’s 
history 

The Site is not important in demonstrating the evolution or 
pattern of Queensland’s history.  
Construction of the Dock commenced in 1942 and was 
completed in September 1944.  With World War II ending  
soon after, the Dock was not used for its intended purpose 
during the bulk of the wartime period, with wartime ship 
repairs and maintenance for the most part carried out at the 
South Brisbane Dry Dock.  
The post war use of the Dock was sporadic, and was not a 
vital part of the maritime industry in the State. The Dock was 
underutilised with few ships docked, and it rarely operated 
profitably amid rumours of closure and accusations that it 
was a “white elephant”. The redevelopment of the Site in the 
late 1960s and 1970s did not change these circumstances. 
The Site has remained vacant since 2014, with most of the 
structures having been demolished or vandalised.  
The use of the Site itself was largely unremarkable, being 
limited to servicing and painting of vessels over time.  

b) the place demonstrates 
rare, uncommon or 
endangered aspects of 
Queensland’s cultural 
heritage; 

The Site does not demonstrate rare, uncommon or 
endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural heritage.  
The Cairncross Dock and the Captain Cook Graving Dock in 
Sydney were two dry dock facilities constructed during World 
War II. However, the Site does not demonstrate rare aspects 
of Queensland’s cultural heritage, as “dry docks constructed 
during World War II” are not considered to be aspects of 
cultural heritage in this State. The South Brisbane Dry Dock 
and the Evans Deakin Dock in Kangaroo Point are very 
similar facilities to the Cairncross Dock and (unlike the 
Cairncross Dock) operated throughout the World War II 
period for these purposes.  

c) the place has potential to 
yield information that will 
contribute to an 
understanding of 
Queensland’s history; 

The Site does not have potential to yield information that will 
contribute to an understanding of Queensland’s history. 
Major excavation and disturbance occurred at the Site to 
create the Dock. The Dock is unlikely to contain any 
artefacts that will assist and contribute to an understanding 
of Queensland’s history and the previous use of the Site for 
farming was very common and prosaic. 

d) the place is important in 
demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a 
particular class of cultural 
places; 

The Site is not important in demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a particular class of cultural place.  
It is not accepted that a dry dock could be considered a 
particular class of a cultural place or Heritage Place. A dry 
dock is not readily understood as a class of cultural place or 
Heritage Place. Further, the Site is not important in 
demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of 
cultural place as it is an example of maritime infrastructure 
from the middle of the twentieth century.   

e) the place is important 
because of its aesthetic 
significance; 

The Site is not important because of its aesthetic 
significance.  
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As an industrial site of shipping infrastructure from the World 
War II period, the Site has no aesthetic value or importance, 
or visual interest or merit.  
The Site has been largely abandoned and most buildings 
have been demolished including all World War II buildings. 
Those that remain are 1970s or later buildings with no visual 
appeal or interest.  
The only elements that remain from the 1940s construction 
are the Dock and a chimney. As a structure the Dock itself is 
submerged and is not readily visible. The chimney is cement 
rendered and while taller than the adjoining buildings, it is 
not a landmark (as this term is normally applied and used in 
cultural heritage terms) from the Thynne Road entrance to 
the Site or when viewed from the Brisbane River.  

f) the place is important in 
demonstrating a high 
degree of creative or 
technical achievement at a 
particular period; 

The Site is not important in demonstrating a high degree of 
creative or technical achievement at a particular period.   
In its design, construction and use the Cairncross Dock was 
a similar facility to the South Brisbane Dry Dock. The same 
construction methodologies would have been used as the 
late nineteenth century example, but using twentieth century 
technology. The construction of this Dock in the early to mid-
1940s did not introduce new technology, or a new form of 
maritime infrastructure. There were other civil engineering 
projects similar to this in terms of causing a major 
intervention into the natural environment.   
The claim that the Dock was built in record time and during a 
period of unprecedented war strain is not an aspect of 
cultural significance and cannot be substantiated.   
The early 1970s Wharf does not demonstrate a high degree 
of creative or technical achievement at a particular period 
and is not significant under this criterion. Wharves extending 
into the Brisbane River had been constructed many times 
previously in Brisbane, and other parts of the State.  
The “years of service” the Dock provided to the peacetime 
maritime industry were not successful and do not 
demonstrate significance in terms of this criterion.  
The redevelopment of the Site during the late 1960s and 
early 1970s did not change these circumstances. That the 
Dock did not adequately cater to the demands of the late 
twentieth and early 21st century shipping is demonstrated by 
its closing, reopening and closing again from the 1980s and 
to the 2010s. The Site has had an unremarkable history in 
terms of its maritime use and operation.  

g) the place has a strong or 
special association with a 
particular community or 
cultural group for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons; 

The Site does not have a strong or special association with a 
particular community or cultural group for social, cultural or 
spiritual reasons.   
As a place of employment where staff worked on and off 
over the years repairing and maintaining naval and civilian 
vessels, no community or cultural group can be identified 
that would have a strong or special association with the Site. 
There is little attachment to or regard for the Site for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons.  

h) the place has a special 
association with the life or 
work of a particular person, 
group or organisation of 
importance in 
Queensland’s history. 

The Site does not have a special association with the life or 
work of a particular person, group or organisation of 
importance in Queensland’s history. 
The Dock was constructed by the Queensland government 
during World War II, when many wartime projects were 
carried out (airports, warehouses, roads, etc). It was one of 
many projects of the Allied Works Council during the war, 
and does not have a special association with this 
organisation. After the war the Site was operated by the 
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Department of Harbours and Marine and then the Port of 
Brisbane, as a maritime facility. The Site does not have a 
special association with either of these organisations.  

 

It is considered as a result of the assessment and analysis carried out for this report, that the Site (including 
the Dock and the Wharf) does not satisfy the heritage criteria in Section 35 (1) of the QHA. The Site should 
not be considered a State Heritage Place and should not be entered in the QHR.  
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1.  INTRODUCTION 
1.1. BACKGROUND TO THE SITE 
The Dock was established in the early to mid-1940s on land adjacent to the Brisbane River at Morningside 
as a joint project of the Commonwealth and Queensland governments during World War II. After opening in 
September 1944, the Dock (referred to as the Cairncross Dry Dock and Cairncross Graving Dock) was used 
a facility for the maintenance and repair of boats and ships as part of the war effort of Australia and its allies, 
until the war ended in mid-1945.  

In addition to the Dock, there were Ancillary Structures including a series of buildings on the southern side of 
the Dock, a boiler house and pump house and chimney on the northern side, with other structures to support 
the overall operation of the Site.  

The Site was largely redeveloped by the Queensland government in the late 1960s and early 1970s with the 
construction of new buildings and facilities at the Site, the construction of the Wharf as a concrete berthing 
wharf into the Brisbane River, and the retention of many of the 1940s buildings and structures.  

Ownership of the Site was transferred from the Department of Harbours and Marine to the Port of Brisbane 
Authority in 1976. After this time the Dock serviced shipping for the newly instituted Port of Brisbane, before 
closing some 10 years later, in 1987. The Site was sold and operated by Keppel Cairncross Shipyard Ltd 
from 1995. The Site was then acquired by the Forgacs Group in 2000. The yard closed again in 2014 and 
was sold in 2016 to   

The Site has been vacant and unused for some time, since approximately 2016. 

Currently, the Dock and Wharf remain, but most of the other World War II era buildings and structures have 
been demolished. The compressor house, pump house and paint house from the 1970s period remain, as 
well as the circa 1940s smoke stack/chimney. A series of abandoned cranes are extant at the Site located 
on rails.  

In October 2022, aa DA was made over the Site (specifically the Dock) for a Development Permit for 
Operational Work, to carry out Prescribed Tidal Works. The development the subject of the DA includes the 
filling in of the Dock to facilitate future development of the Site for conventional industrial activities, to be the 
subject of a future Development Application.  

The Site was nominated to the QHR in November 2022.  

1.2. THE QUEENSLAND HERITAGE REGISTER 
The QHR is given effect under section 35 of the QHA, and contains the list of State Heritage Places – places 
that are considered to be of cultural heritage significance to the state of Queensland.  

Entry in the QHR as a State Heritage Place acknowledges that a site is of cultural heritage significance to 
the State of Queensland. The entry is then given statutory protection in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the QHA, and the Planning Act 2016 which operate to regulate development to conserve the 
cultural heritage values of Queensland heritage places.  

The proposed development of places entered in the QHR is assessed by the State Assessment Referral 
Agency as an assessment manager or referral agency to such development. Development Applications on 
Queensland Heritage Places are assessed in accordance with and against the relevant provisions of the 
Planning Act 2016, the QHA and the Queensland Heritage Place State Code 14 of the State Development 
Assessment Provisions, for the impact of such development on the cultural heritage significance of the State 
Heritage Place.  

Both the QHA and the Planning Act 2016 define development as follows: 

▪ carrying out building work; 

▪ carrying out plumbing or drainage work; 

▪ carrying out operational work; 

▪ reconfiguring a lot; 
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▪ making a material change of use of premises. 

The Planning Act 2016 defines ‘building work’ on the site of a State Heritage Place under the QHA as any of 
the following: 

▪ painting or plastering that substantially alters the appearance of the place; 

▪ renovations, alterations and additions to the place; 

▪ excavations, disturbances or changes to landscape or natural features of land that substantially alters 
the appearance of the place; 

▪ work on furniture, fittings and other objects – 

- associated with the place; and 

- that contributes to the place’s cultural heritage significance.  

1.3. CURRENT HERITAGE STATUS 
The Site (including the Dock and Wharf) is not formally recognised by any statutory authority for its cultural 
heritage significance.  

The Site is not:  

▪ included in the Heritage Overlay of the Brisbane City Plan 2014 (the planning scheme) as a Local 
Heritage Place.  

▪ entered in any heritage lists maintained by the Commonwealth government; or 

▪ listed by the National Trust of Queensland, a community group interested in the identification and 
promotion of cultural heritage in its heritage register. 

In 1995 the Site was recognised via a plaquing program by the National Committee on Engineering Heritage, 
Institute of Engineers, Australia. A historic engineering marker was placed on the site, which no longer 
survives.1 This is not a heritage listing or entry as such – the National Committee on Engineering Heritage 
assembled information on the Site and arranged for a plaque to be installed on one of the buildings at the 
site as part of the reopening of the facility in 1995.2 This appears to be part of a program by the committee to 
‘recognise’ the Site, and little more. The identification has no statutory weight, and nothing further appears to 
have come from this identification. The material prepared by the National Committee on Engineering 
Heritage as part of the plaquing program is included in the Nomination.  

The Site is included in a database of Queensland World War II Historic Places, a website database that is 
maintained by the Queensland government.3 Although a government maintained database, this database 
has no statutory weight. The information in the database does not formally assess the cultural heritage 
significance of the Site in accordance with the QHA. There is no information as to when this database was 
prepared; it appears to have been part of an internal project of the Department of Environment and Science 
(DES) from the early 2000s. 

1.4. THE NOMINATION 
In November 2022 an application was made under Section 36 of the QHA to enter the Cairncross Dock site 
in the QHR as a State Heritage Place (DES HRN: 650279).  

The owner of the Site, , was notified of the Nomination via 
correspondence from the Heritage Branch of the DES on 23 November 2022. Copies of the application 
material prepared by the applicant were provided to the owner of the Site as part of this correspondence.  

 

1  This plaque was searched for in the site inspection with DES officers in December 2022 but could not be located. 
2  The Institution of Engineers, Australia National Committee on Engineering Heritage, ‘Plaquing program, Historic Engineering 

Marker, Cairncross Dock’, 1995.  
3  https://www.ww2places.qld.gov.au/.  





 

8 INTRODUCTION  
URBIS 

P0035787_RPT_20230131 

 

The concrete breasting wharf remains in-situ to the north-west of the Dock. It has been modified over time 
with some wharfage elements removed.  

There are a limited number of buildings on the northern side of the Dock, including the former pump room, 
the compressor house and the paint house. These are single storey masonry buildings and appear to have 
been constructed as part of the 1960s and 1970s upgrade of the Site. A masonry chimney is located 
adjacent to the compressor house and is contiguous with the southern elevation of this building and appears 
to date from the World War II period.  

A series of large cranes remain on the Site, some located on the rails which remain in-situ while others are 
intended to be mobile. These cranes are not, however, operational, and have been vandalised – noting their 
jib arms have been removed for safety reasons. 

The Wharf is located in the Brisbane River to the north of the paint house and compressor house. It is 
reached by two gangways off the shoreline. The Wharf is constructed of concrete with timber buffers to the 
northern and two side elevations. A portal crane remains in-situ on the Wharf although its jib arm has also 
been removed – again for safety reasons.   

1.6. THIS REPORT 
This report has been prepared for the owner of the Site. This report is part of the owner’s submission in 
response to the Nomination .  

The report examines the material presented in the Nomination, and the research material prepared by the 
applicant in preparing the Nomination. The report tests the veracity of claims made in that material and the 
attribution of cultural heritage significance to this place.   

The report concludes that the Site (including the Dock and the Wharf) does not satisfy the criteria for entry in 
the QHA and should not be entered in the QHR as a State Heritage Place.  
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b) the place demonstrates rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural heritage; 

c) the place has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of Queensland’s 
history; 

d) the place is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a particular class of cultural 
places; 

e) the place is important because of its aesthetic significance; 

f) the place is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a 
particular period; 

g) the place has a strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons; 

h) the place has a special association with the life or work of a particular person, group or organisation 
of importance in Queensland’s history. 

This section of the QHA further states that a place will not be excluded from entry in the register on the 
grounds that places with similar characteristics are already included in the register.   

2.2. THE NOMINATION 
The Nomination contains the information required by section 36 (2) of the QHA for the entry of places in the 
QHR. This includes the following:  

▪ a written statement based on historical research about how the place satisfies the various cultural 
heritage criteria of the Act considered relevant; and 

▪ information about the history of the place that is based on and refers to historical research; and 

▪ a description of the features of the place that are considered to contribute to its claimed cultural heritage 
significance; and 

▪ a plan showing the relationship between the place’s cadastral boundaries, identified features and the 
boundary proposed for the place; and 

▪ copies or details of material used for the historical research, including, for example, photographs, maps, 
plans and historical titles information.  

The Nomination contends that the Site satisfies four of the above criteria for cultural heritage significance in 
the QHA, namely criteria (a), (b), (d) and (f).  

The statements made in the Nomination in support of each of these criteria are as follows:  

Cairncross Dock is important in demonstrating the evolution of Queensland’s ship-building, 
maintenance and repair history. As a dockyard initially conceived and constructed to service vessels 
engaged in the defence of Australia and the Pacific region during World War Two and then used to 
service commercial and government vessels, it was upgraded in the early 1970s to become the 
principal site for repairing and maintaining modern container ships. It is important as rare surviving 
evidence of an engineering project associated with Brisbane’s role as a significant strategic base in 
the Second World War and its renewal as an important ship-building and repair site (criterion a).  

Cairncross Dock is the only surviving example of a dry dock built in Queensland during World War 
Two, using construction methods available at the time. It is one of the two dry docks built in Australia 
specifically to service military and naval vessels in World War Two, the other being located in Sydney 
(criterion b).  

Cairncross Dock is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a dry dock facility. 
Located immediately adjacent to deep water in the Brisbane River, the dry dock comprises a long, 
wide and deep excavated basin carved directly out of sandstone, with dimensions to accommodate 
the size of vessels anticipated to use the facility (criterion d). 

Cairncross Dock is important as a dockyard designed and constructed in record time during the 
exigencies of World War Two. It went on to provide over 40 years of service adapting to the needs of 
commercial peacetime shipping after several years of post-war peacetime duties in building and 
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servicing government and commercial vessels. The high quality of its original construction in the mid-
twentieth century allowed it to be adapted to service the demands of the late twentieth and early 21st 
century shipping fleets (criterion f).  

Detailed responses to these statements of significance are made in the following chapters of this submission 
report, based on additional research undertaken for this report.  

The Nomination contains a brief history of the Cairncross Dock site, which is reproduced below:  

Construction of Cairncross Dock, originally known as the Brisbane Graving Dock, began under 
emergency wartime conditions in August 1942. Originally envisaged as an improvement to the 1870s 
South Brisbane dock when the Storey Bridge was planned, construction of a second dock became 
imperative for the defence of the nation and wider region following the bombing of Darwin on 19 
February 1942 and the Battle of the Coral Sea in March 1942. 

The Allied Works Council was established on 26 February 1942 and J.R. Kemp, Queensland 
Commissioner of Main Roads and Co-ordinator-General of Public Works, was appointed Deputy 
Director of Allied Works and became responsible for all work in Queensland and the Northern 
Territory. Construction of the dock was entrusted to the Main Roads Commission and the Department 
of Harbours and Marine, and became an Allied Works Council project of high priority when the 
Commonwealth Government agreed to fund half of its estimated cost of £700,000. It “was built in 
record time during a period of unprecedented war strain” [when necessary equipment and resources 
were commandeered for the battlefields] and completed by June 1944, although not officially opened 
until 16 September 1944. By that time Brisbane was the headquarters of General MacArthur and a 
major Allied Advance Base of the RAN and USN (7th fleet). The dock was strategically located 
alongside the Hamilton Reach of the Brisbane River where the United States Army’s Port Offices and 
Water Transport Division and the Troop Movement Office. Cairncross Dock was responsible for 
servicing Brisbane’s naval defences that rested mainly on the RAN Minesweeping Group MS.74.6 By 
the end of May 1946, a total of 128 vessels including merchant ships, tankers, destroyers, 
submarines, armed merchantmen and two aircraft carriers had docked there for repairs. By the 30th 
June 1948, the number of vessels repaired had reached 194. By the end of June 1945 the dock had 
cost a total of £1,070,476, of which the Commonwealth paid £425,000. 

After the war the dock was primarily used for the maintenance and repair of merchant shipping 
company vessels and also vessels belonging to the Department of Harbours and Marine, although 
these mainly went to South Brisbane dock. While it was seldom profitable, Cairncross Dock achieved 
modest surpluses in the early 1950s and late 1960s. The 1960s saw the replacement of the original 
19th-century pumps with new electric pumps which halved the time to empty and fill the dock. That 
decade also saw the construction of large bulk carriers and worldwide changes to shipping practices. 
This, combined with the planned construction of the Southeast Freeway and the Captain Cook bridge, 
resulted in the decision to close the South Brisbane dockyard and investigate the need for repair and 
dock facilities in the Port of Brisbane. Based on the recommendations of Consulting Engineers Sir 
William Halcrow & Partners, the Queensland Cabinet approved $3,365,000 to modernize Cairncross 
Dock on 18 April 1967. On 7 August 1967 Sir William Halcrow & Partners were engaged to design and 
supervise improvements to the dock. New heavy lifting cranes, a fitting out quay and dredged berth, a 
dock service lift and improvements to the dock area as well as additional workshop buildings and an 
administration building were added. A total of $5,550,000 was estimated for converting the Cairncross 
Graving Dock into a full modern dock capable of slipping large bulk carriers of 60,000 tons, as well as 
a new slip for ships up to 2,500 tons. Contracts for the work were let in 1970 with the wharf operational 
by October 1971. On the other side of the river, Queensland’s first container ship terminal was built on 
the Hamilton Reach reinforcing that stretch as the location of the state’s major port facilities. 

The new dockyard complex was opened by the Premier, Joh Bjelke-Petersen MLA on 21 April 1972, 
although the modernization was not substantially completed until June 1973. The expansion 
programme commenced in1969 was totally complete by 1976 with a total of over $9 million spent on 
improved services, craneage and ship repair facilities. That year saw ownership and control of the 
dockyard pass from the Department of Harbours and Marine to the newly created Port of Brisbane 
Authority. The Cairncross Dock became the primary dock yard servicing shipping for the Port of 
Brisbane until closing in 1987. The dock was reopened in 1995 by Keppel Cairncross Shipyard Ltd 
and purchased in 2000 by Forgacs Groups. The yard closed again in 2014 and was sold in 2016. 

The Nomination includes a physical description of the Site, which is reproduced below.  
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Based on information in: The Institution of Engineers, Australia, Queensland Division, Heritage Panel, 
The Plaquing of Cairncross Dock. (Historic Engineering Marker). 

The significant features of the Cairncross Dock site are the Dry Dock and the Fitting Out Wharf. 

The Dry dock is an excavated area 263.2 metres in length, 38.9 metres in breadth at coping level 
(33.5 metres at block level), that is 15.5 metres deep. The maximum size vessel which can be 
comfortably accommodated in the dry dock is 255 metres in length, 32.3 metres wide with a draft of 
7.6 metres.  

The Fitting Out Wharf is 306.7 metres long on the outside edge facing the river, with a length of 112.2 
metres and 75.6 metres on the shore sides for smaller vessels. A service gallery carries electricity, 
fresh water, salt water and compressed air to vessels at the fitting out berths.  

The Nomination also includes a proposed curtilage or mapped area of the site that has been proposed as 
the State Heritage Place for this site.  

 
Figure 2: The area of the Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf that is proposed to be entered in the QHR [Source: The Nomination].  

The discussion and the various arguments and analysis about the claims made in the Nomination material 
are expanded in some detail in the following chapters of this report, based on additional research that has 
been carried out on the Site and its historical context.  
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3. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT OF MATERIAL IN THE 
NOMINATION 

The following information is provided to critically assess the material in the Nomination in relation to the 
cultural heritage significance of the Site. 

3.1. THE MARITIME BACKGROUND 
In the early period of European settlement in Brisbane the port that serviced the town and then city 
initially developed around the central business district. The facilities to support the port were 
developed on the south side of the Brisbane River, and then the north side – the public and private 
wharves, the customs house, the shipping company offices, the warehouses and the associated 
industries.  

The construction and operation of the South Brisbane Dry Dock in the 1870s was one component of 
the development of the port of Brisbane in the late nineteenth century. The South Brisbane Dry Dock 
was located on the south side of the river, at the corner of Dock and Vulture Streets at a bend in the 
Brisbane River and in proximity of the series of wharves that lined the south side of the Brisbane River 
from the Victoria Bridge around to Kangaroo Point. As the port of Brisbane was located here at that 
time, this was a logical spot for the construction of the dry dock.  

The South Brisbane Dry Dock is discussed in more detail further in this report.  

3.1.1. The Move Downstream 
Maintaining sufficient depth for commercial ships in the Brisbane River was a constant problem.  
Periodic dredging deepened the river, and was required to cope with constant silting. Newer and 
larger ships came into service in the twentieth century and had difficulty with the tight bends in the 
river, particularly around the Humbug and Shafston Reaches towards the city. Larger ships needed 
larger berths and deeper channels, which were more easily obtained closer to the mouth of the river.  

Therefore, the port of Brisbane and its associated facilities gradually relocated from this central city 
location to further downstream over the twentieth century and then to its current location at the mouth 
of the river. From the central city and the Town Reach, these facilities were established at Newstead, 
then Teneriffe and then Hamilton. The South Brisbane Dry Dock remained in use throughout this 
period, as a facility for the service and repair of ships that plied the channels of trade along the east 
coast of Australia, and further afield.  

Private companies started the move. The Brisbane Stevedoring and Wool Dumping Company, 
originally based at South Brisbane, relocated its operations downstream in the early 1910s. A wharf 
was built at New Farm, and was extended to a length of more than 300 metres by the 1920s. Dalgetys 
and other large firms built wharves at Newstead from the 1910s, in association with the construction of 
large warehouses for wool storage. The government contributed by building railway wharves at 
Pinkenba, branch rail lines to Teneriffe and Hamilton, and by building the state cold stores and 
reinforced concrete wharves at Hamilton.5 In the 1930s Brisbane Stevedoring moved further to 
Hamilton, where it leased facilities from the government.6 

After the Story Bridge opened in 1940, most large overseas vessels did not use the wharves at the 
Town Reach. During World War II the Allied Works Council, an organisation set up within the 
Queensland Department of Public Works to carry out construction on wartime related infrastructure, 
improved the wharf facilities at Hamilton downstream from the cold stores. Thereafter Hamilton 
became the main location of Brisbane's port, and that part of the Brisbane River from the South 
Brisbane Reach around the Town Reach to Petrie Bight lost its previous ascendancy.7  

 

5  Gordon Greenwood and John Laverty, Brisbane 1859: 1959 – a history of local government in Brisbane (Brisbane; Brisbane City 
Council,1959) p. 428.  

6  Glen Lewis, A history of the ports of Queensland: a study in economic nationalism (St Lucia: University of Queensland Press, 
1973) p. 212.  

7  Glen Lewis, A history of the ports of Queensland, p. 247 
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3.2. CAIRNCROSS DOCK 
The construction of the facility that became Cairncross Dock appears to have been first discussed in the late 
1930s. A British Admiralty expert, Sir Leopold Saville, visited Australia shortly before the outbreak of World 
War II to advise on a number of matters including sites for a possible dry dock in Brisbane. During this visit, 
he inspected several sites on the Brisbane River. Most were apparently unsuitable, due to the cost of 
dredging and the time required for building, although two sites on the Brisbane River were considered 
potentially suitable for a cruiser dock.  

One was on the north side of the Brisbane River at the Hamilton Reach, while the other was on the south 
side of the river, near Cairncross Rocks.8 Cairncross Rocks was named after William Cairncross, a Brisbane 
businessman and early resident who ad constructed a house called Cairncross House on a large estate at 
Colmslie in the 1860s.9 The rocks site was located approximately at the end of Thynne Road, in 
Morningside. The site had been cleared and the land previously used for farming. The site was largely 
vacant at the time.  

 
Figure 3: The approximate site of the Cairncross Dock in the 1936 aerial photograph of the general area. The alignment of Thynne Road 
extends to the north and the riverbank on the left hand side of the view, with Lytton Road running in an angled alignment in the bottom 
left. The dock was constructed to the west of the small inlet off the river in the approximate middle of the view. [Source QImagery, 
ADA00055789].  

3.2.1. A Floating Dock? 
This idea was revisited in part in 1940 when the Australian Navy considered the construction of a floating 
dock to serve the Brisbane region. Tenders were called for such a facility in August of that year. The floating 
dock discussed at this time would be suitable for naval vessels of less than 1,000 tons. This was much 
smaller than the South Brisbane Dry Dock, which could take vessels up to 5,000 gross tons. Another 
contemporary option for docking facilities in Brisbane for ships was Peters' Slip at Kangaroo Point, which 
could take vessels up to 1,000 tons in size.10  

 

8  Courier Mail, 5 August 1940 p. 3.  
9  Brisbane courier, 31 March 1900, p. 10. The house was located on the Colmslie estate, which was later acquired by the 

Commonwealth government where a quarantine station was established in the 1920s. Brisbane courier, 17 June 1922, p. 18.  
10  Courier Mail, 5 August 1940 p. 3.  
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A floating dry dock had some advantages, and some disadvantages – it could be constructed cheaply and 
quickly and was mobile, but would be smaller than a permanent one. The advantage of a floating dock was 
its mobility. With such a facility it was necessary to find shelter water with a sufficient depth to allow the 
floating dock to be sunk under the vessel. A floating dock could also be built and placed in service in a 
fraction of the time necessary to construct an ordinary dry dock. The time factor is believed to have 
influenced the naval authorities in preferring a floating dock to a dry dock, initially at least.11  

At about the same time the Queensland government was looking at the Cairncross Rocks site for a 
shipbuilding yard. Plans were prepared by the Queensland Department of Harbours and Marine and signed 
by engineer David Fison in April 1940 for the shipyards at this location. The wider site for the yards was 
composed of ti-tree swamp and mangroves. It appears the scheme involved some partial reclamation of the 
site, to create a proposed wharf frontage of 880 feet for the shipyard.12  

The tenor of the war changed in December 1941 with the entry of Japan into the war and the bombing of 
Pearl Harbour, and then the fall of Singapore and the bombing of Darwin and Townsville in February 1942. 
The war, while serious but somewhat remote before, was now much closer, with a closer enemy.  

With the outbreak of war in the Pacific, the loss of the shipbuilding and repair resources of Hong Kong and 
Singapore greatly increased the demand on Australia as a base for repairs not only for the Australian fleet 
but also for United States, United Kingdom, Dutch and the French naval units operating in the Pacific.  

By March 1942 the centre of concern was the greatly increased demand for repair and maintenance. The 
Munitions report of that month stressed the extent to which construction of ships was being delayed by repair 
and maintenance of fighting vessels, which understandably took precedence over merchant shipbuilding. 
War Cabinet went so far as to give shipbuilding and repair priority for tool supply, but higher priority for naval 
over merchant construction was maintained. By May repair work was so pressing that repair and 
maintenance were given priority over all construction. In the following months repair work became even more 
pressing as the Japanese commenced submarine attacks on shipping along the east coast; and the 
Shipbuilding Board was called upon to present plans for improving the speed of repair. The principal 
outcome was the appointment of a Controller of Repair under the Director of Shipbuilding to ensure that the 
two activities were co-ordinated and that repair work was handled urgently without unnecessarily disrupting 
construction.  

The repair problem was made more difficult by the lack of adequate docking facilities. Construction of the 
Captain Cook graving dock at Sydney had begun in December 1940 at a time when there was no direct 
threat to Australia and Singapore seemed secure. The magnitude of the task meant that the dock was not 
completed in time to help with the period of greatest demand for repair, 1942-43. Similarly the smaller 
Cairncross Dock in Brisbane approved in August 1942, although constructed at a remarkable rate, was not 
completed until June 1944, too late for the main need.13  

3.2.2. Construction 
The various schemes of a floating dry dock, a cruiser dock and a new shipyard at Cairncross Rocks over the 
last few years coalesced into the construction of Cairncross Dock. The dock was planned from mid-1942, 
and completed in late 1944.  

While the South Brisbane Dry Dock remained in operation during the war and was used for the repair of 
naval ships, it was relatively small at only 430 feet in length. A larger and longer dock was needed, as the 
average ship had increased in length since the 1870s when the South Brisbane Dry Dock was planned and 
constructed.  

The Allied Works Council (AWC) was established by the Queensland government in February 1942 as part 
of the Department of Public Works to organise the construction of wartime related infrastructure in the State. 
The AWC was given the responsibility of construction of what was initially referred to at that time as the 
Brisbane Graving Dock, in August 1942. The Coordinator-General of Public Works, John Kemp, was in 
charge of the project, while engineers of the Queensland Department of Harbours and Marine were involved 

 

11  Courier Mail, 5 August 1940 p. 3.  
12  National; Archives of Australia, Brisbane office, J655/10 B220/1/108 Item ID 1798136.   
13  DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science 

and Industry (Canberra: Australian War Memorial, 1958) p. 471. 
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in the design of the dock with the advice of the Australian Navy. While the Queensland government was 
responsible for the cost of the project, the Commonwealth Government assisted with payments.  

The Main Roads Commission and Department of Harbours and Marine were delegated as the chief 
construction authorities for the construction of the dock. As Co-ordinator-General, Kemp appointed a Board 
to report to and advise him, and to consult with the Royal Australian Navy on matters of design, direction, 
and co-ordination. The Chairman of the Board was WH Nimmo, the Chief Engineer of the Stanley River 
Works Board (Somerset Dam – a depression project of the 1930s which was still being built at the time). 
Other public servants were also appointed to the board, while David Fison, an engineer from the Department 
of Harbours and Marine was the Consulting Engineer to the project.  

Kemp was also the Chairman of the Stanley River Works Board. He arranged for the staff of that Board to 
prepare plans for the Brisbane Graving Dock under Nimmo’s direction. The dam workforce was transferred 
to the dock project and the Somerset Dam project was put on hold.  

 
Figure 4 Plans for the construction of the Cairncross Graving Dock  [Source: National Archives of Australia correspondence files]  

Construction of the dock began in August 1942, and facility was completed by mid-1944. This scope of work 
was carried out despite some of the vehicles, machinery and tools that normally would be used for a project 
such as this were removed for service in some of the war zones. Power shovels were used instead of 
tractors, scoops, and bulldozers. Throughout the excavation of the dock area workers were on site for 24 
hours a day, six days a week.14  

 

14  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945 
Brisbane: Govt Printer, 1949?), p. 34.  
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To create the dock volume adjacent to the river, some 350,000 cubic yards of earth and rock was excavated. 
The bulk of this was soft sandstone. The men employed on the project worked three 8-hour shifts each day; 
some 800 men completed the excavation within eight months. As work progressed it was found that the 
internal side walls of the dock were composed of a soft but impervious sandstone, and needed concrete 
linings in small areas only.15  

 
Figure 5 – Plans for the construction of the Cairncross Graving Dock in 1942 [Source: National Archives of Australia correspondence 
files]  

3.2.3. Details 
The Dock was described in some detail in a history of the work of the Main Roads Commission during World 
War II which was written in 1949.16 Referred to as the Brisbane Graving Dock, the following details were 
provided about the facility:  

  

 

15  DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science 
and Industry (Canberra: Australian War Memorial, 1958) p. 471.  

16  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945 
Brisbane: Govt Printer, 1949?).   
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Figure 6 – A series of photographs during the construction of the Cairncross Dock [Source: The history of the Queensland Main Roads 
Commission during World War II, 1939-1945]  
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Figure 7 – A series of photographs during the construction of the Cairncross Dock [Source: The history of the Queensland Main 
Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945]  
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Figure 8 – A series of photographs taken of the Cairncross Dock site at the time of construction and completion [Source: The history of 
the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945]  
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The dock can accommodate any vessel which is capable of negotiating the Brisbane River and 
accommodation can be provided with reasonable comfort for a single merchant vessel 800 feet long, 
80 feet beam, with 32 feet draught. Alternatively, the equivalent of two ships, each 380 feet long, can 
be docked.  

The length from the inner side of the inner sill to the head of the dock is 829 feet 6 inches at floor level, 
830 feet at the level of the sills and blocks, and 835 feet 4 inches at coping level. 

When in place, the caisson projects inwards from the inner side of the sill to a maximum of 16 feet 5 
inches at a height of 26 feet 2 inches above the sill level. If measured from the outer sill, all the lengths 
given above will be longer by 50 feet. 

The clear length between verticals from the fender on the caisson to the head of the dock at block 
level is 813 feet 7 inches with the caisson on the inner sill, or 863 feet 7 inches with the caisson on the 
outer sill. These dimensions control the maximum length of ship which can be docked, provided that 
the keel or structures at keel level do not extend so far aft beyond the blocks that the vessel would rest 
on the concrete of the sill structure. 

The length at floor level from the sill structure to the head of the dock is 814 feet 6 inches. The floor of 
the dock at keel line is 34 feet below datum, and it slopes outwards at 1 in 100 to drains near the 
walls. 

Four bilge altars, each approximately 1 foot in height, bring the level at the side walls to 30 feet below 
datum, this being the same as the level of the sills and the top of the keel blocks, and at this level the 
dock is 110 feet wide. 

Clearance between altars at any level is at least as great as the distance between the walls of the 
entrance structure at the same level, Width between copes is 121 feet 9 inches for approximately 90 
feet at the entrance, and 127 feet 6 inches throughout the chamber, 

There are two sills, both at 30 feet below low water datum—that is, the mean height of the lower low 
waters at springs. The height of tides at the dock is approximately that at the Brisbane River bar where 
mean spring rise is 6 feet 7 inches above datum; mean neap rise 1s 5 feet 3 inches above datum. 

The floor of the dock is 4 feet below the gills—that is, 34 feet below datum. The coping of the dock is 
17 feet above datum. The four altars, two of which are cantilevered out from the walls, are respectively 
at 8 feet above, and 1 foot, 7 feet, and 16 feet below datum. The outer emergency sill is an open or 
one sided sill granite-lined. The inner or working sill is 50 feet from the other sill and is of the slotted 
type, which will permit of impounding water in the dock, but it is granite-lined on the inner side only.  

Walls of the entrance structure, which contain the two sills, slope outwards from the centre line at 1 
horizontal to 8 vertical. The line of the walls intersect that of the sill at 55 feet from the centre line, but 
walls and the floor level at the sills are joined by a curve of 5 feet 9 inches radius. Walls of the dock 
are of natural sandstone and these have been cement gunited. The floor of the dock is of concrete, 
with a minimum depth of 2 feet. Underground drainage has been provided. The centre keel slab is 8  
feet wide and 6 feet deep. The entrance structure supporting the granite-lined sills against which the 
ship-type caisson is seated is of concrete. Filling sluices, one on either side, are embodied in this 
entrance structure. In the immediate vicinity of the emptying culvert and at a few other points the walls 
are of concrete, but elsewhere concrete piers 3 feet 6 inches wide have been built against the 
sandstone walls at intervals of 20 feet centre to centre. The face of these piers conforms to the shape 
of the altars formed on the concrete walls. The piers are connected by timber planks which thus 
provide a continuous gangway at the level of each of the four altars.17 

In the Dock’s open state, with the caisson not in position at the dock entrance, the river water simply 
extended into the dock volume. The amount of water contained in the dock at mean sea level, without a ship 
in dock, was 24 million gallons.18  

 

17  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945, 
pp. 34-35.  

18  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945, 
p. 35.  
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Figure 9 –  The interior of the drydock under construction in circa 1942, looking towards the entrance of the facility towards the river. 
[Source: Australian War Memoria ]  

A culvert ran under the floor of the dock located at about one-third of the length of the dock, and led to a 
circular pump well. To empty the dock, a steam-driven centrifugal pump worked with two smaller electrically 
driven pumps to remove the large quantity of water the dock held. The combination of steam and electric 
pumps was due to wartime restrictions on plant, but had the advantage of providing alternate sources of 
power for pumping. The time required to “unwater” or empty the dock was approximately 7 hours. During this 
operation the dock was closed by the floating steel caisson equipped with electrically driven pumps.19  

The caisson was constructed inside the dock by Evans, Deakin and Co. Ltd, Brisbane based shipbuilders 
and engineers. When not in use, the caisson was berthed in a recess in the wharf, located along the 
southern side of the dredged approach channel to facilitate handling vessels coming into or out of dock. The 
caisson was manoeuvred by small electric winches placed on either side of the dock entrance. The caisson 
was fitted with twelve 12-inch inlet valves for letting in water ballast and four 8-inch centrifugal pumps for 
removing water ballast when the caisson was in operation. The dock was flooded when in operation by two 
sluice gates, one in each main sill wall, which were electrically operated.20 

Water was delivered directly to the river adjacent to the pump well. The main steam pump was the dredge 
pump from an old dredge, driven by a triple expansion engine from the same dredge. The boilers were 
reconditioned specimens from existing ships of the local Queensland fleet. The boilers were installed under 
the supervision of Messrs. Babcock and Wilcox, and the general direction of the Department of Harbours 
and Marine.  

 

19  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945, 
p. 35.  

20  Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during World War II, 1939-1945, 
pp. 34-35.  
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Two mobile cranes were installed on either side of the dock. There was also a single 40 ton stiff-legged 
crane mounted on the south side of the dock near the entrance, that had a radius of 65 feet.  

For convenience in handling ships a breast wharf was constructed as part of the overall project, to the north-
west of the dock entrance. This wharf was provided with electric power, compressed-air, and fresh-water 
facilities to enable it to be used as a fitting-out wharf. A winch capable of handling vessels to and from the 
breast wharf has been installed. It is proposed to install pneumatic capstans.  

Permanent buildings erected at the dock as part of the original scheme included a store, workshop, 
blacksmith’s shop, boiler shop, shipwright’s shop, and substations. In addition to the usual lavatory and 
dressing accommodation for dock employees and employees of contractors, a cafeteria, with seating 
accommodation for over 200, was provided. For the benefit of crews of ships in dock, a separate kitchen 
capable of providing meals for 1,000 men was constructed. In addition, lavatory, washing, and bath facilities 
for ships’ companies were also provided.  

In its original configuration a series of buildings were located on either side of the Dock. To the north of the 
Dock were toilet blocks, a pump well, the boiler house, a shore galley, a temporary workshop and a 
compressor house. On the southern side of the Dock were a store, a machine shop, boilermakers and 
blacksmiths store, a sub-station, an electricians, plumbers and coppersmiths store, and a carpenters’ and 
shipwrights store. None of these buildings or facilities survive at the Site in 2023.  

 
Figure 10 –  The general layout of the Cairncross Dock is shown in this plan from April 1943. [Source: Queensland State Archives]  

In March 1944 the Premier of Queensland (the Hon FA Cooper) ceremonially admitted water into the dock, 
and in a separate action the Queensland Attorney-General started one of the de-watering pumps. By May 
the caisson was sufficiently completed to be placed in-situ and water was pumped out of the dock. The 
following month the dock was completed in June 1944, when the first vessels – the Remora (a dredge), the 
Dugong and the Seal (both barges) – were docked in-situ.21  

The dock was officially opened in September 1944 by the Governor of Queensland, Sir Leslie Wilson, at a 
ceremony attended by the Premier and Treasurer of Queensland, and the Federal Minister for the Army, 
Francis Forde (ALP member for Capricornia in Queensland). In his speech at the opening Forde announced 
that the Philippines would fall from Japanese control shortly. He also noted that: 

 

21  Winifred Davenport, Harbours and Marine: Port and Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985 (Brisbane: 
Department of Harbours and Marine Queensland), p. 541.  
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…the dock was opened in good time for it to play the part for which it was designed in the great naval 
and military operations which would end in the complete defeat of Japan…The American Navy, the 
Australian Navy, and important detachments of the British Navy will fight side by side in the naval 
battles that will take place to the north of Australia…22  

In his speech at the opening the Governor of Queensland suggested that the dock would become an 
important asset during the war and after it. The various demands of the post-war period would see vastly 
increased shipping facilities in Brisbane, as in other Australian ports, according to Wilson. The newspaper 
article that reported the opening of the dock and these speeches also suggested that the construction of the 
dock would ensure that Queensland would get its full and proper share of the Australian post-war 
shipbuilding and ship repairing industry, which would develop with increased coastal and overseas trade in 
this period.23  

The construction period for the dock has been described a number of times after the fact, and in different 
publications as remarkably short.24 The Nomination material makes this claim as well. This is difficult to 
prove either way, and in any event is discussed in more detail later in this report. However, one of the official 
wartime histories written about Australia during World War II observes that the Cairncross Dock was not 
completed in sufficient time to accommodate the peak of shipping repairs during the most critical war years:  

…it was not completed soon enough to cope with ship repairs at their peak.25  

By mid-1944 the main theatres of war had largely shifted away from Australia. The general mood and 
expectation was much different than it was in 1942 when Cairncross Dock was first considered. Indeed the 
war ended 12 months later, in August 1945.  

During the last few months of the war, and the months following cessation of hostilities, approximately 100 
vessels were serviced at the Dock, including 16 Australian and 23 British naval ships. These ships included 
small aircraft carriers, merchant ships, tankers, destroyers, and submarine tenders.26 

While the dock was constructed and largely paid for by the Queensland government, the Commonwealth 
assisted with the costs. The total cost of the construction of the dockyard was £1,070,470, of which the 
Commonwealth Government contributed £425,000 and the Queensland Government paid the remainder.27 
On opening the two governments came to an agreement. This agreement provided that during the war and 
for the 12 months afterwards priorities for docking would be determined by the Commonwealth Government 
and concessional fees would be granted to the Commonwealth. After that time the dock would be operated 
as a Queensland facility.  

 

22  Sunday mail, 17 September 1944, p. 3.  
23  Sunday mail, 17 September 1944, p. 3.  
24  DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science 

and Industry, p. 472; Queensland Main Roads Commission, The history of the Queensland Main Roads Commission during 
World War II, 1939-1945, p. 34, The Institution of Engineers, Australia National Committee on Engineering Heritage, ‘Plaquing 
program, Historic Engineering Marker, Cairncross Dock’, 1995.  

25  DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science 
and Industry, p. 472. 

26  Cairncross Naval Graving Dry Dock’, Queensland WWII Historic Places, Queensland Government 
http://www.ww2places.qld.gov.au/places/?id=537 

27  Telegraph, 19 October 1945. 



 

URBIS 
P0035787_RPT_20230131  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT OF MATERIAL IN THE NOM NATION  25 

 

 
Figure 11 – An aerial view of the site in 1946, shows the extent of ancillary buildings and structures to the south of the dock, and a 
series of buildings to the north of the dock as well. [QImagery]  

3.2.4. Post-war Use 
The use of the dock in the immediate post war period was somewhat patchy and inconsistent; newspaper 
articles of the time give an idea of this.  

In November 1945 it was reported that for the year ended June 1945, the dock's earnings were £100,245, 
with working expenses £60,000. Earnings and expenses per ship averaged about £2,000 and £1,200 
respectively. This article suggested that the available work (Government and Navy ships in particular) would 
be directed to the Sydney graving dock. It was noted that very few overseas ships docked in Australia at this 
time. At this time most Australian ships docked in Melbourne or Sydney, where the commercial docks were 
run in conjunction with a shipping repair industry. The article noted that if the Cairncross Dock was to 
compete successfully with others, its basic operation such as charges for docking had to be recast, which 
was considered a difficult task for the time.28 

Nevertheless, from June 1945 to June 1946, Cairncross Dock accommodated 79 ships within, including 
aircraft carriers, submarine mother ships, tankers, assault vessels, and other smaller warcraft. There was 
also a range of civilian vessels, dredges and the like.29 For example in May 1946, a Dutch steamship entered 
the Cairncross Dock to have marine growth removed from its hull.30  

In September 1946 a newspaper article reported (on the front page no less) that the dock was out of 
commission at that time, a large number of dock workers had been laid off and there were no plans for 
further dockings. All small repair jobs were being undertaken at the South Brisbane Dry Dock, which had 
continued in use throughout the war period. Cairncross Dock had closed in August 1946 and some of the 
Cairncross workforce were transferred to South Brisbane.31 Union members of the Brisbane Trades Hall led 
a deputation from the Ships Painters' and Dockers' Union and the Metal Trades Group to the State Treasurer 

 

28  Courier mail, 19 November 1945, p. 2.  
29  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 545. 
30  Courier mail, 29 May 1946, p. 3.  
31  Courier mail, 19 September 1946, p. 4.  
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to discuss the future of Cairncross Dock, amid reports that the dock would be sold to the Clyde Engineering 
Company of Scotland.32 These claims were rubbished by the Premier of Queensland, Ned Hanlon, who 
observed that many people were interested in the dock, but the Queensland government built the dock 
during the war and is interested in it too. The Premier noted that the Government's interests were 
paramount. He stated that:  

...the Government regards the dock as one of the major features in its plans for the development of 
the port of Brisbane and considers it will be an essential part of what the port is expected to be a 
quarter of a century hence.33  

The story did not go away. Later in September 1946 an Italian tanker entered the dock for two days of 
painting and scraping work. One hundred men were engaged for this project. Another newspaper report 
noted that all Government ship repairs were now undertaken at the South Brisbane Dry Dock, and that 
Cairncross was not used for this activity. If the dock was to be used to its capacity and properly administered 
at the time it could employ about 400 to 500 workers so the 100 put on was an underutilisation of the site.34  

In January 1947, newspapers reported that Cairncross Dock was working below its wartime capacity. Only 
20 ships had been docked in the six months to December 1946 (which included small barges), compared 
with 79 ships in the 12 months ended June 1946. The dock was referred to as: in danger of becoming a 
“white elephant”. Unions claimed that there appeared to be no government policy for its future.35   

Later that year, a former Base Engineer Officer for the Port of Brisbane (Engineer-Commander H Platt) 
contributed to the debate. He wrote a newspaper article about the future of Cairncross Dock that observed 
that the general repair facilities at Cairncross Dock, including machine tools for mechanical and hull repairs 
are negligible and could not be compared to those in the dockyards in southern states. He suggested a 
number of options – improve the repair facilities at the dock, write off the costs of the construction of the dock 
as a wartime facility, continuously operate at a loss, or close down.36 Commonwealth ships bypassed 
Cairncross to dock in Sydney for essential repairs. This issue came up in the Queensland Parliament, when 
the Queensland Treasurer (Mr Larcombe) was asked if he would obtain an assurance that Queensland 
would receive at least a reasonable proportion of Commonwealth shipping repair and maintenance work. In 
reply, the Treasurer noted that the chief engineer of the Harbours and Marine Department was continuously 
in touch with shipping authorities on the docking of ships in Brisbane for repairs and overhaul. At this time 
the Commonwealth Shipping Minister (Senator Ashley) was reported to have said in Sydney that Brisbane 
did not have the same facilities to repair Commonwealth ships as existed in Sydney. This article reported 
that an unbiased view of revealed the Minister was right.37 

This was another instance when the term “white elephant” was used for Cairncross Dock:  

…built during the war at a cost of 1 ¼ millions, the Cairncross graving dock will remain a great white 
elephant unless the State Government makes a bold move to transform it into a payable proposition.38 

In the midst of all this, in October 1947 the British ship Waimana docked at Cairncross for painting and 
scraping, and for the installation of a new propeller shaft. Before docking the ship discharged about 700 tons 
of British general cargo at Brett's Wharf, and after four or five days in dock the ship will berth at the Hamilton 
Cold Stores Wharf to load 21,500 boxes of butter for the United Kingdom on its return trip.39  

By 1948 a number of tankers and other vessels were using the dock, including some ships from overseas. 
Between the years of 1948 and 1949 a total of 38 vessels used the dock for one purpose or another.40 In 
June 1948 five ships were scheduled to enter the dock for repairs in the month. The work provided dockyard 
workers with their busiest period for some time. The dock had been almost completely by-passed by 
shipping firms since the end of the war.41  

 

32  Telegraph, 16 September 1946, p 1.   
33  Telegraph, 16 September 1946, p 1.   
34  Telegraph, 18 September 1946, p 3.   
35  Telegraph, 16 January 1947, p. 3.  
36  Telegraph, 5 March 1947, p. 2.  
37  Telegraph, 10 October 1947, p. 6.  
38  Telegraph, 10 October 1947, p. 6.  
39  Telegraph, 20 October 1947, p. 6.  
40  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 545. 
41  Daily Mercury, 3 June 1948, p. 4.   



 

URBIS 
P0035787_RPT_20230131  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT OF MATERIAL IN THE NOM NATION  27 

 

A number of times Cairncross Dock accommodated passenger ships, for docking for passengers to 
disembark but also for repairs. In September 1952 the tourist liner Kanimbla left the dock after undergoing 
repairs at Cairncross after being damaged in June when it ran aground at Caloundra. The ship was in dock 
for some time for these repairs.42  

The long stay helped the dock turn a profit in the financial year 1952-53, with earnings of £120,563 and 
expenditure at £119,877. This was the first time activities at the dock were sufficient in terms of the number 
of ships docked, length of stay and therefore charges levied to deliver a profit on the dock’s operation. In the 
previous year the dock earned £78,340 with working expenses of £100,020, for a loss of more than 
£20,000.43 This loss was noted in the 1952 annual report of the Department of Harbours and Marine, which 
was tabled in the Queensland Parliament in November 1952. The Chief Engineer of the department (EC 
Fison) noted that the days that vessels were in dock were profitable, but were too few in number.44  

In writing of this period of the dock’s use, the author of the official history of the Queensland Department of 
Harbours & Marine noted that if shipping companies could have been persuaded to use the Cairncross Dock 
for extensive overhauls and repairs of ships the dock could have shown a profit. Only the days that a vessel 
was in dock were profitable to the Department, but these were few in number.45  

These conditions continued in the later 1950s and across the 1960s at Cairncross. The level of activity at the 
site was sporadic, limited in number of ships and mostly unprofitable. For the year 1959-60, the dock 
accommodated 26 vessels only (an average of one per fortnight), while in 1962-63 this increased to 46 
vessels. In 1966-67 this had decreased to 37 vessels, and further reduced to 35 vessels in 1970-71 and 32 
vessels in 1971-72.46 It is acknowledged that some ships were docked for some time but others for only a 
few days at a time, and there was often industrial activity by the unionised workforce that affected gross 
numbers.  

The activities at the dock at this time remained largely the same as they had been in the past. The work 
varied from cleaning, scraping and painting, to the inspection of anchor cables and the examination and 
repair of underwater fittings. The number of ships using the dock was partly due to the industrial disputes, as 
noted above, but also in the time taken to dewater the dock.  

When this dock was completed it has been fitted with a triple expansion steam engine and a dredging pump 
from a dredge built in the late nineteenth century. By the early 1960s some of the machinery was considered 
too old for continued service. The boilers were working under reduced pressure and the pump was not 
efficient. The former pump at the dock was therefore replaced by two new pumps driven by electric motors. 
The pumping capacity at the dock was increased from 35,000 gallons per minute to 116,000 gallons per 
minute. The time of dewatering the dock was reduced from 8 hours to 4 hours with these upgrades.47  

3.2.5. Modernisation 
Despite these many years of sluggish and unprofitable activity at Cairncross Dock, the shipping industry 
continued to improve and innovate around the world.  

 

42  Telegraph, 12 September 1952, p. 28.  
43  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 723. 
44  Morning Bulletin, 21 November 1952, p. 4.  
45  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 723. 
46  Heritage Panel, Queensland Division, ‘Plaquing Program, Historic Engineering Marker, Cairncross Dock’, report prepared for 

The Institution of Engineers, Australia, National Committee on Engineering Heritage, p. 3.  
47  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 722-

3. 
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Figure 12 – A 1965 aerial view of the Cairncross Dock site before its later redevelopment shows the dock closed, the caisson in 
place and a ship in dock, as well as the 1940s ancillary buildings and structures still in place. [QImagery].  

These changes in shipyard practices included the construction of large bulk carriers designed for Australian 
trade, and the growing number of larger vesseIs traversing the oceans and potentially visiting Queensland 
ports. These changes led to the decision to close the South Brisbane Dry Dock (taken in the mid-1960s but 
not affected until 1972). The Department of Harbours and Marine undertook a major investigation into the 
need for ship repair and docking facilities in the Port of Brisbane. A firm of consulting engineers, Sir WiIliam 
Halcrow and Partners from London, were commissioned by the government to carry out a study on the 
issue. The report recommended upgrading the Cairncross Dock, which was agreed to by the Queensland 
government. In April 1967 the Cabinet agreed to spending more than $3 million on the modernisation of 
Cairncross Dock. Provision was made for the leasing of land within the area at the wider site to private ship 
repair contractors for the construction of workshops. In August of that year Cabinet commissioned the same 
engineering firm, Sir William Halcrow and Partners, to design and supervise the works to the dock site and 
the overall improvements. The scope of work included the following:  

▪ A 1,200 feet long fitting out wharf and a berth dredged to 32 feet at low water mark (into the Brisbane 
River);  

▪ New power, water, air and sewerage services;  

▪ New buildings (workshop, amenities, canteen, office); 

▪ New heavy lift cranes;  

▪ New compressors;  

▪ A dock service lift;  

▪ General improved services in the dock area;  



 

URBIS 
P0035787_RPT_20230131  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT OF MATERIAL IN THE NOM NATION  29 

 

▪ A new slipway for 2,500 ton ships (this slipway is on the adjacent site to the current Cairncross Dock 
site).  

The total approved scheme was revised to cost $5.5 million and provided for a full modern docking complex 
capable of docking large bulk carriers.48 The construction program allowed for a 4 year project and in 1969 
tenders were invited for companies experienced in the design and manufacture of the various components of 
the site. Separate contracts were let for the fitting out wharf, the slipway, the various buildings and the 
earthworks at the site. The project was planned to make Cairncross the most modern commercial dock in the 
country and at least equal to overseas standards. However this could not be achieved as the dock was 
restricted in that ships with a beam wider than 106 feet could not be practicably docked in the facility. In 
1970, as shipbuilders planned larger ships for use on the Australian coast in connection with the crude oil 
and bulk minerals trade, the Department of Harbours and Marine investigated the demand for widening and 
lengthening the dock. This major work, which was estimated to cost $2.5 million, could not be justified on 
economic grounds because there was then no known existing demand. A proposal from 10 years earlier, to 
place another caisson to divide the dock across at approximately mid length, making it more convenient, 
quicker and more economic to dock one or two smaller ships was revisited for a time, but also discarded.49  

Throughout this period, despite the planned upgrades of the site and facilities by the Queensland 
government, the usage of the dock continued to decrease. The number of vessels using the dock fell from 35 
in 1970-71 to 32 in 1971-72, and the total gross tonnage of shipping fell from 539,356 to 429,814. The 
average size of ship docking also fell from 15,410 gross tons to 13,431 gross tons. This was due to the 
cancellation of the docking of large vessels during periods of industrial unrest, and also due to the increased  
use of Cairncross Dock by smaller vessels due to the pending closure of the South Brisbane Dry Dock and 
the limitation on access to it due to the construction of the Captain Cook Bridge.50  

The revised dockyard complex was officially opened by the Premier of Queensland in April 1972. The fitting 
out wharf had commenced operation in October 1971, but the slipway was not at that time complete as there 
had been considerable delays due to difficulties encountered in the construction below water. The slipway 
was commissioned during September/October 1972 when a number of ships were slipped as part of the 
testing programme. The first commercial slipping was of the John Burke in November 1972. Eleven private 
vessels and four items of Departmental plant were slipped for painting and repair up to the end of June 
1973.51  

By June 1973 the modernisation work at Cairncross Dock was all but complete. The purchase and 
installation of the 51 tonne dockside crane and 30 tonne fitting out wharf crane were still to occur. Four 5 
tonne capacity dockside Ioco-cranes were in operation by June 1973. 52  

The expansion program that had begun in 1969 was largely completed by 1976. By that time more than $9 
million had been spent to give the dockyard greatly improved cranage, services and ship repair facilities. As 
noted in the official history of the Queensland Department of Harbours & Marine, all that remained was to 
induce the ship owners to use the facilities available. 53 

Dock charges were increased in 1974 but the high level of inflation resulted in heavy increases in costs. 
Industrial disputes between dockyard and contractors’ employees and between the maritime unions and 
shipping companies heavily affected dock utilisation. The newly upgraded Cairncross Dock continued to 
show a loss. An examination of the annual reports of the Auditor General’s Department from the early to 
1970s show that the site continuously made losses through this period as well.54  

 

48  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 723.  
49  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 723-

4.  
50  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 725.  
51  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 725-

6.  
52  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 726.  
53  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 726. 
54  Queensland, Auditor General’s Department, Separate report of the Auditor-General upon the accounts of… [Brisbane Graving 

Dock (Cairncross)] (Brisbane: SG Reid, Government Printer, 1968-69, 1979-80).  
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Figure 13 – A site plan showing the redevelopment of the Cairncross Dock site in the late 1960s, and showing the new facilities and 
buildings constructed at that time. This included the workshops and slipway to the east of the site, the fitting out wharf to the north in the 
river, the various loco-cranes, the main substation at the southern end of the site and the series of single storey buildings north of the 
Dock – the paint house, the compressor house, the pump house and the amenities building. [Source: Port of Brisbane Authority, 
“Cairncross Graving Dock complex”, 1972, pp. 6-7 – State Library of Queensland].  

By the late 1970s, new workshops had been created on the Site, and were being used by the shipping 
company A.U.S.N (Australia) Pty Ltd. From 1969 to 1972, three separate industrial disputes occurred at the 
Dock, reducing the appeal of using the Dock for repairing privately owned vessels.55 While the modernisation 
of the facility was carried out to entice private owners to use the Dock, these industrial actions, paired with 
the rising cost of repairs due to the lack of profitability of the Dock, largely discouraged use of the Dock for 
such work.  

The ownership and control of the complex passed from the Department of Harbours and Marine to the Port 
of Brisbane Authority, when it started to function as a separate authority in December 1976.56  

As noted in the caption above, the works to redevelop the Site in the 1960s and 1970s provided for the 
construction of new facilities at the Site, the demolition of some of the World War II buildings and structures 
at the site, and the retention of some of these World War II era buildings. To the north of the Dock, the paint 
house, the compressor house, the pump house and the amenities buildings were new buildings of this 
period. The various World War II buildings on this side of the Dock were demolished to facilitate this 
upgrade. A photograph from the Port of Brisbane monograph on the opening of the upgraded facility shows 
the extent of the Dock prior to the redevelopment, and the extent of the World War II era buildings at the site. 
This photograph is useful to compare the Site after its redevelopment, and how it appears in the present day.  

 

55  Department of Harbours & Marine Queensland, 1986, ‘Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985’, p. 725. 
56  Heritage Panel, Queensland Division, ‘Plaquing Program, Historic Engineering Marker, Cairncross Dock’, report prepared for 

The Institution of Engineers, Australia, National Committee on Engineering Heritage, p. 4.  
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Figure 14 – This oblique view shows the buildings and facilities at the Dock site prior to its redevelopment, with the range of World War 
II buildings and structures in-situ. The buildings between the dock and the river were demolished, while the smokestack was retained. 
The buildings on the southern side of the Site were from the World War II period. While these were retained in the 1960s and 1970s 
redevelopment, they have all since been demolished. [Source: Port of Brisbane Authority, “Cairncross Graving Dock complex”, 1972, p. 
12 – State Library of Queensland].  

3.2.6. Closure 
After the modernisation of Cairncross Dock in the 1970s and its ownership by the Port of Brisbane, the Site 
continued to operate poorly. Frequent industrial action at the dockyard caused many large ships to be out of 
service far longer than needed, and large ship owners became reluctant to use the dockyard.  

While the operation of the Dock continued into the 1980s there were strong rumours it would close. The 
relevant government Minister (Martin Tenni) apparently offered to sell the site to the dock workers if they 
could raise an amount of $6 million to purchase. At a meeting at the dockyard in August 1986, a decision 
was made for a delegation of union officials and rank-and-file representatives to approach the 
Commonwealth government to seek their support to save the yard.57 These representations came to nothing 
and the dock closed in 1987, around 15 years since its major redevelopment.58  

3.2.7. Disposal and Sale 
The Queensland government deliberated on what to do with the site for a few years. In early 1992 tenders 
were invited from the private sector for the reinstatement and operation of the Dock for a leased period. A 
preferred tenderer (Marinet Pty Ltd) was chosen in October 1992, subject to a range of factors. Negotiations 
continued for some time. In 1995 the Dock reopened under the management of Keppel Cairncross Dockyard 

 

57  Tribune, 26 August 1987, p. 5.  
58  PPK Consultants, ‘Cairncross Dockyard Site History Investigation’, Keppel Corporation and Marinet, December 1993, p. 2.  
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Australia, a joint venture between Marinet and the Singapore- based Keppel Corporation, who undertook 
further refurbishment at the Site.59 The breasting wharf was largely demolished at this time. It was at this 
time that the site was recognised via the plaquing program of the National Committee on Engineering 
Heritage, Institute of Engineers, Australia.  

After a few years of operation the Site was sold to the shipbuilding company Forgacs Engineering in 2000. 
The dockyard operated for some time but closed again in 2014. In 2016 Forgacs sold the site as the 
company’s contracts for building ships had ended. The Site was acquired by the current owners shortly 
afterwards.60  

Since its closure, most of the former buildings on the Site have been demolished or removed. The overall 
structure of the dry dock largely remains.  

 
Figure 15 – This site plan remains on the site but dates from the Keppel Cairncross period of the late 1990s. Most of the buildings and 
structures shown on this plan have been demolished. [Source: Urbis].  

3.2.8. The Development Application 
In October 2022 a DA was lodged for a Development Permit for Operational Work, to carry out Prescribed 
Tidal Works.  

3.3. DESCRIPTION 
The Site appears in 2023 as a largely abandoned site and facility. The loco-cranes survive in-situ in random 
parts of the site, building pads of former buildings remain, the superintendent’s office has been vandalised 
and graffitied. Aerial photographs show that many buildings have been demolished at the site in the 30 years 
since the site was redeveloped by private shipping companies. This means that most of the World War II era 

 

59  Courier mail, 16 March 1994, p. 2.  
60  Domain, 27 April 2016. http://www.domain.com.au/news/huge-brisbane-naval-dockyard-in-prime-location-to-be-sold-20160427-

gofw7p/ 
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facilities and structures have been removed from the Site. Apart from the Dock itself, the Site presents as a 
more modern facility with buildings and structures from the 1960s and 1970s.  

As expected from the description of its construction, the Dock is a large void within the Site that has been 
excavated from the ground surface.  

The Dock is lined in part with concrete. The Dock is about 263 metres in length, 39 metres in width at the 
water level and 15 metres in depth. Stairs remain visible in parts of the long sides of the Dock that allowed 
for access down to the base of the Dock as required. Water from the Brisbane River currently extends into 
the Dock and the caisson is floating in the Dock towards the eastern end.  

The smokestack appears to be the only other element remaining at the Site from the World War II period, 
apart from the breasting wharf. It is located on the northern side of the Dock and is approximately 15-20 
metres high. It is constructed of brickwork and is cement rendered. Only remnants of the concrete breasting 
wharf remain to the west of the Dock itself.  

The three remaining buildings on the northern side of the Dock are the paint house, the compressor house 
and the pump house. These buildings were all constructed as part of the 1960s and 1970s redevelopment of 
the site. The buildings are single storey face brick masonry structures, of a brown coloured brick. The pump 
house contains the pumping machinery but this is not the original machinery of the Dock.  

The substation is a single storey concrete building with a flat roof on the southern side of the site. The 
building has steel mesh gates to the northern elevation.  

The superintendent’s residence is a single storey concrete block building with a shallow pitched roof and 
longitudinal ridge. The building has sliding steel windows to the elevations. The building has been badly 
vandalised and is currently fenced off.  

A series of cranes remain in-situ at the Site. Some of these are fixed on rails and were mobile while others 
were fixed. Some of these crane rails also remain at the site.  

The Wharf is constructed of concrete and is more than 300 metres long on the outside edge facing the river. 
Large timber members are fixed to the outer, side and inner faces of the Wharf acting as buffers. The Wharf 
is accessed from two concrete gangways from the rest of the site.  
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3.4. PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

 

 
Picture 1 Hardstand to the south of the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 2 Hardstand to the south of the Site looking 
towards the remnant cranes.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 3 Some of the remnant cranes at the Site 
from the 1970s.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 4 One of the cranes at the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 5 Some of the remnant cranes from the 
1970s.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 6 Hardstand to the south-west of the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 7 The former sub-station at the Site from the 
1960s/1970s redevelopment.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 8 The remnant superintendent’s building at 
the southern end of the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 9 Looking across the Dock to the north-east.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 10 Looking across the Dock to the north.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 11 Looking across the Dock to the north to 
the remaining 1960s/1970s era buildings and the 
remnant smokestack. 

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 12 Looking across the Dock to the north-
west. 

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 13 Looking across the Dock to the 
compressor house and smokestack.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 14 Looking across the Dock to the 
compressor house, the pump house and 
smokestack.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 15 The river end of the northern side of thre 
Dock.   

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 16 The western end of the Dock into the 
river.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 17 Looking back into the Dock from the west.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 18 Looking back into the Dock from the west.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 19 The western end of the Site near the 
breasting wharf.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 20 Part of the breasting wharf structure.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 21 Looking east back into the Dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 22 Looking west towards the breasting wharf.   

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 23 Part of the breasting wharf structure.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 24 Part of the breasting wharf structure.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 25 Part of the breasting wharf structure.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 26 Looking east back towards the Dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 27 Part of the breasting wharf structure.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 28 Some of the remnant loco cranes.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

  



 

URBIS 
P0035787_RPT_20230131  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT OF MATERIAL IN THE NOM NATION  41 

 

 

 

 
Picture 29 Looking north-west along the northern 
side of the Dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 30 Looking north-west along the northern 
side of the Dock with some of the extant rail track for 
the cranes.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 31 The caisson of the Dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 32 The paint house, one of the 1970s 
masonry buildings at the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 33 The compressor house, one of the 1970s 
masonry buildings at the Site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 34 Looking south across the Dock to the 
caisson and crane.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 35 Looking south-west across the Dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 36 The northern elevation of the compressor 
house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 37 The compressor house interior.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 38 The compressor house interior.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 39 The compressor house interior.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 40 The compressor house interior.   

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 41 The compressor house and pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 42 The pump house southern elevation.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 43 The compressor house and smokestack 
base.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 44 The interior of the pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 45 The interior of the pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 46 The interior of the pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 47 The interior of the pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 48 The interior of the pump house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 49 The painted masonry base of the 
smokestack.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 50 The painted masonry base of the 
smokestack.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 51 The painted base and rendered shaft of 
the smokestack.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 52 The smokestack on the site.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 53 The smokestack beyond the compressor 
house.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 54 The Wharf looking west.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 55 The Wharf looking north.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 56 The Wharf looking north.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 57 The Wharf and an extant mooring bollard.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 58 The Wharf and timber buffers.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 59 The Wharf and timber buffers.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 60 The Wharf and timber buffers.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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Picture 61 The Wharf looing south back to the dock.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 62 The remnant crane on the Wharf.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 

 

 
Picture 63 The remnant crane on the Wharf.  

Source: Urbis 2022 

 Picture 64 The extent of the Wharf.  

Source: Urbis 2022 
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3.5. ANALYSIS 

The Dock is an example of a civil engineering project for a dry dock carried out during World War II. Many 
other civil engineering projects had been designed and delivered in Brisbane and the general south-east 
Queensland area from the mid-late nineteenth century and into the twentieth, well prior to the Dock’s design 
and construction. 

Some discussion of other relevant sites assists in establishing the context of the Dock and the Site more 
broadly and how it may be considered as an example of an engineering project in the city and region.  

3.5.1. South Brisbane Dry Dock 
The South Brisbane Dry Dock (South Brisbane Dock) is located at Stanley Street, South Brisbane. 
Designed by William Nesbit, chief engineer for the Department of Harbours & Rivers, it was constructed 
between 1876 and 1881 by James and Acheson Overend. At the time, Brisbane was in need of a substantial 
facility for the maintenance, repair, and refitting of both commercial ships and the Department of Harbours 
and Rivers’ dredges, barges, and other vessels. While most minor repairs could be made at the small patent 
slip at Kangaroo Point, most commercial ships used the facilities at Sydney. A site was selected on 
government-owned land between Stanley Street and the river at South Brisbane, and construction began in 
1876. Soundings were taken in the Brisbane River in September 1873, and the site was found to have deep 
water and solid foundations, suitable for a dock capable of accommodating vessels up to 3,000 tons.[ 

The first 18 months of construction involved excavation of the area for the dock, with the construction of the 
whole facility using bricks made on site (or sourced locally), Portland cement, granite, porphyry and iron (for 
the caisson).  

The design of Nisbet’s comprised a dock 32 feet high and 313 feet long. In width it varied from 40 to 49.5 
feet wide at the bottom to 60-74 feet wide at the top. A 3 feet thick brick and cement arch formed the base of 
the dock, inverted in shape to reduce water pressure. The floor was lined in stone and timbers to hold keel 
blocks along the centreline, which would keep ships in place during repairs. A series of stone altars (steps) 
lined both sides of the dock, providing support for timber shores to keep ships upright, and bollards on the 
ground on either side of the dock to help warp ships in and out. Two culvert drains on either side filled the 
dock, and a suction well in a 5 feet pit adjoining the dock allowed water to be emptied. A ship would be 
floated into the dock, the caisson closed across the sill at the entrance of the dock, and the dock would be 
pumped dry. Workers accessed the dock floor via two sets of stairs. Once the vessel was repaired, sluice 
gates in the dock were opened to allow river water in, the caisson opened and the ship was floated out. The 
design included allowances for local conditions, with the dock set at an angle to the river, optimising ingress 
and egress, and the sill set at a height over spring tides, giving the dock protection during floods.  

The first ship was serviced in September 1881. The South Brisbane Dock was not a public facility, but was 
rather used by private owners. To add to the appeal for private owners, a work or machinery shop was built 
in 1886, and further improvements followed in the next few decades. These included site works around the 
dry dock in 1884-5, the dry dock being lengthened in 1886-7, an office in 1895, additional cranes and 
replacement boilers in 1906, and electric motors (replacing the pumping engines) in 1924.  

The South Brisbane Dock was the only graving dock in Queensland until the construction of the Cairncross 
Dock in the 1940s. Due to increasing vessel size severely limiting the number of ships that could be 
serviced, the South Brisbane Dock was not profitable for the government past 1925.  

Brisbane’s prominence in the South Pacific Campaign during World War II brought a renewed role for the 
South Brisbane Dry Dock. The HMAS Swan and Katoomba, damaged in the bombing of Darwin, were taken 
to the South Brisbane Dry Dock for repair in March 1942, and the dry dock was formally identified as a Ship 
Repair Base for the war effort. Additional facilities were built on the adjacent site to accommodate the 
expansion of use. A US Navy submarine base was established at the dock in April 1942, requiring additional 
wharfage and facilities. A new office building was constructed in 1942, a workshop in 1943, and mess and 
changing facilities were built in 1945 on the Sidon Street side of the dry dock to accommodate over 100 
arrivals per month. A concrete bomb-proof shelter was constructed over the pump house and boiler house. 
The dock was a vital piece of infrastructure during the war, docking and repairing 298 American, Australian, 
British and French vessels, before it was returned to the Department of Harbours and Marine in September 
1946.  

Cairncross Dock was not completed and operational until 1944. As a result the South Brisbane Dry Dock 
was the main shipping facility of this type to serve the war effort, and accommodated most of the naval 
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vessels that plied the waters around Australia during this period, as Cairncross was still being constructed in 
1942 and 1943. As noted elsewhere in this report, by the time Cairncross opened in 1944, the main theatres 
of war had relocate further away from Australia.61 Both Cairncross and the South Brisbane Dry Docks 
accommodated vessels in these last few months of World War II.  

Into the 1950s, with the Cairncross Dock servicing larger vessels, South Brisbane Dock became primarily a 
repair shop for Queensland government vessels. It remained viable for small government and commercial 
vessels through to the late 1960s. However, and as noted elsewhere in this report the government closed 
the facility in 1972 due to changes in shipyard practices, and a need for a major rehabilitation of the facility, 
as well as other broad scale changes to the Brisbane River and its interaction with the city. Activities, 
personnel, plant and equipment all moved to the Cairncross Dry Dock.  

The site was gazetted as a recreation park and museum in 1976, held in trust by Council, and leased to the 
Queensland Maritime Museum Association. In 1981, the retired naval frigate HMAS Diamantina was docked 
in the dry dock, with the lightship Carpentaria joining it in 1985. During the mid-1980s, several sites, 
including the South Brisbane Dry Dock, were cleared in preparation for Expo 88, removing several buildings 
on the Ship Repair Base. The dry dock was preserved, after some negotiation, and kept as a feature for the 
exhibition. Following Expo 88, several additional buildings and displays were moved to the site. In 2001, the 
1945 office building was lowered to give clearance for the Goodwill pedestrian bridge. The iron caisson, 
which had been breached in 1998, was demolished and replaced with a concrete river wall in 2006.  

3.5.2. Evans Deakin Dock 
The former Evans Deakin Dock in Kangaroo Point was another World War II maritime facility like Cairncross 
Dock, from a period when Kangaroo Point was a largely industrial suburb. Indeed it can trace its existence 
even further back to a nineteenth century slipway off the Brisbane River.  

The construction of what was initially known as Moar’s Slip began in the early 1880s following the purchase 
of an acre of land at Kangaroo Point by Hugh Moar from AR Jones. Jones reputedly owned a “Ship 
Chandlery Store” in Eagle Street and had no use for the land at Kangaroo Point. He offered it to Moar for the 
same price he paid for the land, when it was sold as part of the Shafston Estate sale in December 1874. 

Moar was a shipwright himself and came from a maritime background, being the son of a shipbuilder’s 
draftsman. Since his arrival in Queensland as an immigrant in 1862, Moar operated the ferry service 
between the city and Kangaroo Point.  

The dock and slip opened in 1884, with the first vessel occupying the slip being the steamer Fanny, which 
was captained by the member of another prominent Kangaroo Point maritime family, John Burke. This was 
not the first slip or ship builder at Kangaroo Point, as ship repairers and builders were operating at Kangaroo 
Point before this time. However, its construction did help consolidate the industry in this area.  

Moar operated the slip quite successfully until his death in April 1913.62 The slip was then taken over by his 
eldest son William, and Miss Moar (possibly Moar’s sister). William Moar died in 1924 and the Moars 
operated the slip until its closure in the late 1920s.63 The Moar family, living locally and as employers and 
owners of a ship yard, were prominent identities at Kangaroo Point and within the wider area.64 

The Brisbane City Council purchased the property in 1929, “for ferry purposes”, for the sum of £5,500. 
However, the Council never used the site for this purpose. In 1939, Council was asked to present a purchase 
price of in lieu of this, and an annual rental. Council valued the property at just £2,500 or an annual rental of 
£200, plus water and sewerage rates and cleansing due.65 

In 1940, the site was purchased from Council by the Department of Harbours and Marine, with the intention 
of widening and extending the slipway to accommodate building berths for two 9,000 ton ships and naval 
vessels. This was required as part of the war effort during World War II. In March 1940, work began and 

 

61  See the discussion on page 23 of this report, and the following reference: DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: 
Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science and Industry, p. 472 

62  Photocopy of newspaper article in the National Trust files on Kangaroo Point. It is likely to be an article from the Telegraph from 
July 1929 or July 1939. Queensland Post Office Directories.  1868-1890. 

63  Transmission of Real Estate by Death Index. Vol 5. 1910 – 1914. P.1506. & Queensland Government Gazette. Vol. CIII. 19 
September 1914, p. 100 & Newspaper article from National Trust file. 

64  Post Office Directory. 1887, p.254. 
65  Reports and Proceedings of the Brisbane City Council; During the Period 1st July 1939 – 30th June 1940 p. 708.  
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35,410 cubic yards of mostly rock was excavated to enlarge the dock. By September 1941, piles had been 
driven for foundations and a fitting out wharf was built adjoining the Immigration Depot. In 1944, a new 600 
feet long wharf was constructed to fit out new ships. The site was then leased to engineering firm, Evans 
Deakin & Co Ltd, who established themselves as shipbuilders at the site.66  

From this time forward Evans Deakin established its long presence at the site.  

During World War II Evans Deakin ran Brisbane’s major shipbuilding projects, building warships for the Royal 
Australian Navy for the Commonwealth. Other Brisbane firms could only build small craft or barges. By July 
1940, the Evans Deakin Kangaroo Point shipyard had commenced construction of its first corvette (a small 
warship) HMAS Lismore. During 1941, the shipyard was chosen by the Commonwealth as the site of one of 
two new marine engines annexes within Australia. The corvettes Bunbury, Bundaberg, Gympie, Townsville 
and Fremantle were built here in 1942. Then in 1943 the corvettes Ararat, Parkes plus Kiama were 
launched. In 1944, Evans Deakin laid down the keel of its last and largest warship, the frigate HMAS 
Murchison. Production then shifted to cargo vessels. When these wartime contracts were completed by 
December 1948, Evans Deakin had launched River Burdekin, River Norman, Dalby, River Burnett and 
Dulverton.67  

The length of the dock was expanded in the mid-1960s, with the dry dock extending almost to Deakin Street 
and Main Street in the west.  

From the mid-1970s to the early 1980s, Evans Deakin gradually closed their ship building and repair 
facilities. The dock stood empty for a number of years, but has been redeveloped as a marina for the 
apartments of the dockside complex. During the 1980s, part of the area of the dock was filled in, reducing 
the expanded length back to the original length, and establishing a parkland in this area.  

The former Evans Deakin Dry Dock has been previously used as a private marina as part of the Dockside 
complex, over the last 30 or so years, but now appears to be in a state of disrepair. Remnants of the Dry 
Dock include winch operated mechanisms, bollards at the opening of the marina to the river and rock walls 
along sections of the length of the marina.  

3.5.3. Captain Cook Graving Dock 
The Captain Cook Graving Dock is part of the Garden Island naval precinct in Sydney. The site is associated 
with the earliest days of British settlement in Australia and developed as a major naval base in the country. 
The precinct was largely established as part of a major phase of nineteenth century development of Garden 
Island as a key naval station and headquarters for the Royal Navy in Australia. From the early decades of 
the twentieth century, Garden Island has functioned as the Royal Australian Navy's major fleet base and 
ship-refitting dockyard, and the island remains in use by the RAN.  

This Captain Cook Graving Dock was the largest civil engineering project undertaken in Australia to that 
time. The dock was designed to accommodate the largest warships at the time, together with the larger 
ocean liners of the time (then used as troopships), the RMS Queen Mary and Queen Elizabeth.  

The need for a naval graving dock in Australia became crucial with the deteriorating world situation in the 
1930s. It was considered that Australia’s security would depend upon its commercial sea lanes and keeping 
these in operation despite the emerging conflict.  

In 1938 the Federal Cabinet approved the construction of a naval graving dock in the country. The Australian 
Government approached the British Admiralty with its assessment of this requirement, asking for assistance. 
As a result Sir Leopold Savile KCB, a senior principal in the British engineering firm Sir Alexander Gibb and 
Partners, was invited to Australia to investigate and report on the most suitable site. Savile was a former Civil 
Engineer-in-Chief of the British Admiralty and had been responsible for the Singapore Naval Base. He 
arrived in Australia in June 1939 for a tour of every state, inspecting 16 possible sites located within the eight 
principal ports in southern Australia. Both the strategic and engineering aspects of the sites were considered. 
The dock would need to be used for civilian and military ships.  

After this investigation was completed, the Garden Island site was chosen in 1940. Construction of a graving 
dock between the Garden Island as it was then and the foreshore would fulfil the requirements. The dock 
would enable naval operations to be conducted in Australian waters without ships having to travel 4,000 

 

66  Winifred Davenport, Harbours & Marine: Port & Harbour Development in Queensland from 1824 to 1985, p. 540.  
67  S.J. Butlin & C.B. Schedvin War Economy 1942-1945. Series 4 (Civil) Vol. IV (Canberra: Australian War Memorial, 1977), p.485.  
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miles to Singapore for purposes of refit and repair. A three year period was estimated, with cost of around £3 
million.  

The project required the reclamation of 30 acres of land between Potts Point and Garden Island, and the 
construction of the graving dock. As designed the dock was 1,139 feet 5 inches (347.29 metres) long, 147 
feet 7.5 inches (45 metres) wide with 45 feet (13.72 metres) draught of water on the sill at the spring tide. 
Soundings taken over the area indicated that the sea bed was only 25-30 feet below mean low water 
springs. A total of 170,000 feet of sheet piling and approximately 800,000 cubic yards of stone and core 
filling were used to form a huge coffer dam from which the sea was pumped, leaving a large basin in which 
the dock would be built. The coffer dam was commenced in December 1940 and completed early in 
February 1942. The fall of Singapore to the invading Japanese that same month added to the urgency of the 
work. The dock at Singapore was now unavailable, and therefore Cockatoo Island was engaged in the 
construction of new ships for the Navy. Work on the graving dock continued night and day, with additional 
labour being hired as the project progressed. 

Pumping of the water enclosed by the coffer dam started in February 1942. The average workforce was 
1,750, rising to a peak of 4,125 in July 1943.  

While the dock itself was being constructed, the caissons, designed by Vickers Armstrong of Barrow-in-
Furness were also being built within the area enclosed by the coffer-dam, there being no suitable launching 
facilities available. The caissons for the dock were made of welded steel and fitted with buoyancy tanks, tidal 
chambers and ballast tanks designed to enable their flotation and sinking within the dock grooves as 
required. 

The dock was ready for initial flooding in September 1944, the same time that the Cairncross Dock was 
officially opened. Three 60-inch centrifugal pumps designed to discharge 70,500 gallons (320,493 litres) per 
minute allowed the dock to be emptied of its 57,000,000 gallons (259,122,000 litres) of water in about four 
hours. The construction was sufficiently advanced to allow the emergency docking of HMS Illustrious in 
March 1945, three weeks before the official opening ceremony. 

The graving dock was named in honour of Captain James Cook and was opened by the Governor-General 
of Australia, in March 1945.68 

3.5.4. Enoggera Dam 
The Cairncross Dock is one example of a civil engineering project in Brisbane, for a military-related use. 
Other engineering projects of a different purpose were established in the city and the wider region in the 
nineteenth century and early twentieth century.  

The Enoggera Dam is the oldest major dam in Queensland and was one of the earliest major dams to be 
built in Australia. It was commissioned by the Brisbane Municipal Council (later the Brisbane City Council) in 
1864 and completed in 1866. It was a conventional nineteenth century clay cored earth filled dam.  

In the early 1860s, the small and newly created municipal councils in the main Queensland towns began to 
investigate the best means of providing a permanent water supply to the Queensland population. These 
councils decided that the council or a publicly run board would have responsibility of supplying water 
reticulation systems.  

The Brisbane Municipal Council was the first Queensland council to commence proceedings in developing a 
reticulated water supply. The town’s water supply was surveyed in 1863, with schemes for a dam based on 
both the Brisbane River and Enoggera Creek, The Gap. The Council preferred the Enoggera Creek site and 
the Enoggera Dam was designed and constructed by the engineer Joseph Brady.  

Construction started in 1864 and was complete by 1866. The cost of construction was approximately 
£65,000. Since its initial construction in the late nineteenth century it has been modified many times, 
particularly after the major floods that have affected the city. The original outlet work was constructed in 
masonry, a practice that was discontinued and replaced by concrete shortly after the dam's completion. In 
1977 the dam’s height was raised height, constructing a new bye wash and rebuilding the water delivery 
arrangements.  

 

68  https://navyhistory.org.au/captain-cook-graving-dock/ 
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3.5.5. The Mount Crosby Complex 
The Mount Crosby complex contains a series of water infrastructure items from the late nineteenth century 
and into the twentieth, including dams, reservoirs, a pumping station among others.  

The Brisbane Waterworks Act 1863 had been passed in 1863 and allowed Municipal Councils to construct 
reservoirs, supply water to the town and to charge for these services. The Enoggera Dam had been 
constructed under this legislation and provided reticulated water to the town. In the early 1880s the Gold 
Creek Reservoir was constructed further to the south of the Enoggera Dam, but in the same general vicinity, 
to provide further improvements to the water supply of the growing city.  

As the population of Brisbane grew and the water supply became increasingly stretched following a series of 
droughts, the Brisbane Board of Waterworks saw the need to expand the water infrastructure of the town. In 
1880 it was recommended that a pumping station be constructed at Mount Crosby, and in 1889 plans were 
prepared for a whole waterworks system where fresh water would be drawn from the Brisbane River at 
Mount Crosby.  

A brick pumping station, with a series of coal-powered steam engines installed, would pump water up the hill 
to a reservoir, where it was stored before being gravity-fed through a large pipeline to Brisbane. By 1892 the 
main brick buildings of the pumping station were complete, and the following year the complex was working 
smoothly and a constant and reliable stream of good water was flowing into the Brisbane from Mount 
Crosby. 

A further dam was constructed to service the Mount Crosby complex in the early 1910s. Lake Manchester 
was formed when a dam was constructed across Cabbage Tree Creek, a tributary that joins the Brisbane 
River upstream from the Waterworks. The dam was first proposed in 1907 and completed in 1916. The dam 
was constructed of concrete, and measured 220 metres long including the spillway and 35 metres high, 
ranging 28.5 metres wide at the base to 3 metres at the top. Lake Manchester was established to provide a 
more reliable water supply to the Mount Crosby Waterworks, but was not a great success in this role. The 
subsequent construction of the Somerset Dam in 1951 and the Wivenhoe Dam in 1986 successfully 
augmented the flow of water to the Works. 

3.5.6. Stanley River (Somerset) Dam 
The Somerset Dam, or Stanley River Dam, was constructed from 1935 and completed in 1959. The project 
was paused during World War II, when much of its workforce was transferred to work on the construction of 
Cairncross Dock.  

The Stanley River is located to the north-east of Brisbane and is a major tributary of the Brisbane River. It 
was one of the main contributors to many of Brisbane’s floods, including the three major floods of Brisbane 
and Ipswich in February 1893.  

In 1893, the Mount Crosby pumping stations that helped provide Brisbane and Ipswich with their water 
supplies were restored soon after the floods. An un-dammed channel of the Brisbane River beside the 
pumping stations continued to provide the water supply to these cities until the 1920s. Despite the 
completion in 1916 of Lake Manchester, Brisbane’s steady growth after the 1914-18 war required a major 
increase in water storage. In 1922, Ipswich City Council retired its Kholo pumping station and drew its 
supplies thereafter from Mt Crosby. In 1926 a weir/bridge across Brisbane River and an intake tower were 
constructed upstream of the Mount Crosby pumping station beside the Brisbane River, as an interim storage 
measure.  

In the late 1920s, many residents still had strong memories and first-hand experience of the floods in 
February 1893, some 30 years earlier. Another series of Brisbane River floods in 1927, 1928 and 1931, in 
combination with inadequate water storage and serious unemployment, prompted the consideration of the 
construction of Australia’s first dam designed specifically to provide significant flood mitigation, across the 
Stanley River and close upstream from its confluence with the Brisbane River.  

The then named Stanley River Dam project was commenced as a make-work scheme during the economic 
depression of the early 1930s. A 1934 Act of Parliament established the Stanley River Works Board, which 
was tasked to design and construct the Stanley River Dam and its construction village, both later renamed 
as Somerset Dam. The dam is a straight mass concrete structure, with the relationship between water supply 
storage and flood mitigation compartments set at 40-60%. Construction work on the dam started in 1935 with 
a large workforce employed. By 1942, progress had enabled sufficient storage of water to provide the Mt 
Crosby water supply pumping station with its first reliable long term water storage. As noted above 
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construction was paused in 1942 to allow the dam workforce and equipment to be diverted to the 
construction of Cairncross Dock. After the war work on the dam resumed in 1948. Concreting was completed 
in 1953. The dam worked exactly as designed as it almost totally mitigated damage caused by the 1955 
flood to Brisbane and Ipswich. The dam next demonstrated this capability during the 1974 flood. Although 
the damage caused by that flood was substantial in Brisbane and Ipswich it is considered that the damage 
would have been much worse had Somerset Dam not mitigated some of the floodwaters and the damage in 
the cities would have more than doubled.  

3.6. THE FABRIC AS EVIDENCE 
In cultural heritage practice, an overriding principle in any analysis of a heritage place or a proposed heritage 
place, is the integrity of the building fabric, and how well the heritage place demonstrates the claims made 
for it in its physical fabric.  

The built fabric of a heritage place is critical evidence of the site history and the past, of former practices that 
may be considered important and which then lend importance and cultural significance to a heritage place or 
proposed heritage place.  

The fabric of the Site is a mix of periods and building types based on the initial development of the Site in the 
1940s, the redevelopment the Site in the 1970s and the large scale demolition of buildings which has 
occurred in recent years.  

Apart from the Dock itself and the smokestack, few if any other elements survive from the 1940s period. The 
majority of the Site presents as a facility of the 1970s and later, and the extent of demolition of buildings and 
removal of elements has been extensive.  
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4. OPINION AND ASSESSMENT 
The technical assessment carried out for this report concludes that the Nomination to enter the Site 
(including the Dock and the Wharf) in the QHR under Part 4 of the QHA should not be accepted.  

The claims made in the statement of significance in the Nomination have been tested by further research 
and analysis uncovered as part of this response report.  

The statement of significance in the Nomination overestimates the importance of the Cairncross Dock site. 
The Site of the Cairncross Dock is not worthy of entry in the Queensland Heritage Register, nor the 
protection afforded by the provisions of the QHA. 

The following analysis responds to the particular statements made in the Nomination.  

In terms of cultural significance, the Nomination suggests that the Site satisfies four of the eight criteria for 
cultural heritage significance, namely criteria (a), (b), (d) and (g) of section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

In terms of criterion (a), the Nomination states that:  

▪ Cairncross Dock is important in demonstrating the evolution of Queensland’s ship-building, 
maintenance and repair history. As a dockyard initially conceived and constructed to service vessels 
engaged in the defence of Australia and the Pacific region during World War Two and then used to 
service commercial and government vessels, it was upgraded in the early 1970s to become the 
principal site for repairing and maintaining modern container ships. It is important as rare surviving 
evidence of an engineering project associated with Brisbane’s role as a significant strategic base in 
the second World War and its renewal as an important ship-building and repair site (criterion a).  

The Site (including the Dock) is not important in demonstrating the evolution or pattern of Queensland’s 
history, and does not satisfy criterion (a) of section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

The Dock was planned from early 1942 after the entry of Japan into World War II, the onset of the Pacific 
War and the pivot of the fighting towards Australia, and the fall of Singapore as part of that movement. The 
South Brisbane Dry Dock had been used for ship repairs before 1942 and continued to be used throughout 
most of the wartime period. Cairncross Dock did not open until September 1944, and therefore was not able 
to be used during the bulk of the wartime period for ship repairs and maintenance. The South Brisbane Dry 
Dock was the focus of wartime shipping maintenance - not Cairncross Dock.  During the time Cairncross 
Dock was operational (late in 1944), it accommodated naval vessels for repair and maintenance, but by this 
time the main theatres of war moved away from Australia to some degree, and the war was concluded in 
mid-1945.  

The post war history of Cairncross Dock is not considered one of importance and the dock was not a vital 
part of the maritime industry in the state in this period. There are numerous contemporary reports that attest 
to the under-utilisation of the Dock in this period with few vessels docked (either naval or civilian), rumours of 
closure and accusations that the Dock was a “white elephant”. The Dock was unprofitable for many years in 
terms of charges raised for ships docked and the costs of running the operation. This state of affairs 
continued into the 1950s and 1960s.  

The planned expansion and upgrade of the Site by the Queensland government in the late 1960s did not 
change these circumstances. The upgraded Cairncross Dock opened in the mid-1970s under the control of 
the Port of Brisbane Authority, but operated poorly and closed in 1987. The main feature added to the Site at 
this time – the concrete fitting out wharf extending into the Brisbane River – did not result in the Dock 
performing in any better capacity than previously.  

The Site remained closed for a few years, was sold and reopened in 1995 as a private facility owned and run 
by the private sector. The Site has been bought and sold a few times since then, and the best that can be 
said is that it has generally underperformed as a shipping facility, in more recent years but also in its history. 
The Site is not important in demonstrating the evolution of Queensland’s ship-building, maintenance and 
repair history.  

In terms of criterion (b), the application material states as follows:  

▪ Cairncross Dock is the only surviving example of a dry dock built in Queensland during World War 
Two, using construction methods available at the time. It is one of the two dry docks built in Australia 
specifically to service military and naval vessels in World War Two, the other being located in 
Sydney (criterion b).  



 

URBIS 
P0035787_RPT_20230131  OPINION AND ASSESSMENT  57 

 

The Site (including the Dock) does not demonstrate rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of 
Queensland's cultural heritage, and does not satisfy criterion (b) of section 35 (1) of the Queensland  
Heritage Act 1992.  

The Site is not important in demonstrating rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural 
heritage. The stated claims in the Nomination that Cairncross Dock is the only surviving example of a dry 
dock built in Queensland during World War Two, using construction methods available at the time and it is 
one of the two dry docks built in Australia specifically to service military and naval vessels in World War Two, 
the other being located in Sydney – are simple statements of fact. These facts do not demonstrate how 
Cairncross Dock is an aspect of Queensland’s cultural heritage and do not constitute cultural significance for 
the Site.  

It is readily acknowledged that Cairncross Dock and the Captain Cook Graving Dock in Sydney were two dry 
docks constructed in Australia during World War II, and that Cairncross Dock was located in Queensland. 
This does not mean in itself that Cairncross Dock demonstrates rare aspects of Queensland’s cultural 
heritage, as “dry docks constructed during World War II” are not considered to be aspects of the cultural 
heritage of the state. The claim for cultural significance against this criterion in the Nomination ignores the 
presence and operation of the South Brisbane Dock during this period, and the presence, redevelopment 
and operation of the Evans Deakin Dock in Kangaroo Point during World War II. Both the South Brisbane 
Dock and the Evans Deakin Dock were similar facilities to Cairncross Dock, operated throughout the World 
War II for a longer period of time than Cairncross Dock with major shipbuilding and repair projects over this 
period.  

The Site does not provide evidence of a way of life, custom or process that is no longer carried out or in 
danger of being lost. All activities that occurred at the Site in the past, from the 1940s to the 2010s (the 
relatively mundane ship repair and maintenance) still occur, but at different places.  

In terms of criterion (d), the Nomination states as follows:  

▪ Cairncross Dock is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a dry dock facility. 
Located immediately adjacent to deep water in the Brisbane River, the dry dock comprises a long, 
wide and deep excavated basin carved directly out of sandstone, with dimensions to accommodate 
the size of vessels anticipated to use the facility (criterion d) 

The Site (including the Dock) is not important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a particular 
class of cultural places, and does not satisfy criterion (d) of section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

The Site (including the Dock) is not important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a particular 
class of cultural place. The notion that a dry dock facility is considered a class of cultural places is not 
accepted in this report. A shipping dry dock is not considered in heritage assessment and analysis as a class 
of cultural place.  

For sites entered in the Queensland Heritage Register, an attribution of significance under this criterion is 
usually in recognition of a place’s typology, and a place being important for demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of this typology. The official DES position on this criterion (in the monograph “Assessing 
cultural significance: using the heritage criteria”) is that a class of cultural place may refer to a broad range of 
types of places (for example state schools, corner hotels or timber churches), but that the group is usually 
defined by the general form, function or use of the building. It is further stated that there is no numerical 
qualification for what constitutes a ‘class of cultural places’, but the particular class should be readily 
discernible as such. A place should be part of a larger group of places to be considered, and importantly, 
recognised, as a specific class of cultural place. It is also further stated in this monograph that if a place 
cannot be defined as a class of cultural place, then it cannot be considered under criterion (d). 

Therefore this submission report refutes the attribution of cultural significance of the Site (including the Dock) 
in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of cultural place, as a dry dock facility is not an 
accepted class of cultural place and is not readily discernible as a class of cultural place.  

It is considered that the Site (including the Dock) does not demonstrate any of the threshold significance 
indicators for architectural or historical significance under criterion (d) that are set out in the DES monograph 
“Assessing cultural significance: using the heritage criteria”. 

In terms of criterion (f), the Nomination material states as follows:  

▪ Cairncross Dock is important as a dockyard designed and constructed in record time during the 
exigencies of World War Two. It went on to provide over 40 years of service adapting to the needs of 



 

58 OPINION AND ASSESSMENT  
URBIS 

P0035787_RPT_20230131 

 

commercial peacetime shipping after several years of post-war peacetime duties in building and 
servicing government and commercial vessels. The high quality of its original construction in the mid-
twentieth century allowed it to be adapted to service the demands of the late twentieth and early 21st 
century shipping fleets.  

The Site is not important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a particular 
period, and does not satisfy criterion (f) of section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

The Nomination material repeats the claim from the wartime history book of the Main Roads Commission, 
that the dock was built in record time and during a period of unprecedented war strain, and includes this in 
the assessment of significance. Other reporting on Cairncross has made this claim, which this submission 
report pointed out in a previous chapter.69 This statement is impossible to prove, as there is no ‘test case’ for 
the construction of a dry dock using the available workforce it had during the period it was built (which would 
have been close to 1,000 at its peak) to use as a base, and gauge whether the construction period for this 
Dock was quick, slow or on average compared with other dock constructions. It is acknowledged that a large 
workforce was directed to the construction of the Dock, with available tools and facilities. But this workforce 
was previously working on the Somerset Dam project and had been working there for some years, as a 
make-work scheme during the 1930s depression. The work on the dam was paused, and the workforce and 
the equipment they were using was simply transferred to the Cairncross project as the Somerset Dam 
project had reached a point where it could be put on hold.  

While the Dock was larger than the South Brisbane Dock, as ships were larger in the 1940s, it was 
constructed using essentially the same construction methodologies as the late nineteenth century example, 
but using twentieth century technology (tools, implements, etc) rather than those available in the nineteenth 
century. The point is made that a dry dock was not new technology or a new form of maritime infrastructure 
in the mid-1940s – it followed previous examples in terms of construction. A large volume of earth and rock 
was no doubt excavated from the ground adjacent to the river, the design and specifications are followed 
and created, the base of the dock was treated and formalised, and the ‘entrance’ to the dock was created by 
breaching the wall to the river. While this summary does not take into account the various supporting 
machinery and apparatus, this overall methodology would have been followed in the construction of the 
South Brisbane Dry Dock more than 60 years earlier than the Cairncross example.  

As a result of the various facilities at the Site, and also the type and scale of the work, Cairncross Dock can 
be seen as an example of a civil engineering project for the city at the time. This response report has 
examined other similar types of civil engineering projects from the nineteenth century and into the twentieth 
to consider the Cairncross Dock in its various contexts. The range of facilities – the South Brisbane Dry Dock 
and a number of dams from the mid nineteenth century and to the mid twentieth – clearly show that major 
interventions into the natural environment to create a dry dock, or divert and dam rivers to address water 
supply and flooding, had been carried out well before Cairncross Dock was planned and designed in the mid 
twentieth century. These projects had also been designed and constructed without the overarching 
bureaucracy of the Allied Works Council, which was able to commander a workforce, machinery and 
equipment, and direct these efforts under wartime emergencies.  

As an element of the Site the Wharf, which was constructed in the 1960s and 1970s, does not demonstrate a 
high degree of creative or technical achievement at a particular period and is not significant under this 
criterion. Wharves extending into the Brisbane River had been constructed many times previously in 
Brisbane, since the earliest days of European settlement in the 1840s. While these were usually timber 
structures, concrete wharves were constructed from the early twentieth century in Brisbane and other parts 
of Queensland (Cairns for example). A concrete wharf extending off shore into the Brisbane River from the 
1960s does not demonstrate a high degree of creative or technical achievement  

The other statements made in the statement of significance in the Nomination do not demonstrate creative or 
technical achievement at a particular period. The “years of service” that the Dock provided to the peacetime 
maritime industry were not very successful – the dock operated under capacity for much of this time in the 
1950s and 1960s and remained unprofitable for most of this time. The 1960s redevelopment of the Site did 
not change these circumstances and it cannot be considered that the Cairncross Dock adequately catered to 
the “demands of the late twentieth and early 21st century shipping”. The Site closed in 1987, reopened in 
1995, was bought and sold a number of times. The Site has had a very chequered history in recent years – 
the quality of its original construction has had little to do with its later use and operation.  

 

69  See the discussion on page 23 of this report, and the following reference: DP Mellor, The Official History of World War II: 
Australia in the war of 1939-1945 Series 4 Civil Volume V The Role of Science and Industry, p. 472 
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The Site does not demonstrate a high quality of original construction. The Queensland government made a 
considerable investment in the late 1960s to improve the facilities at the Site to enable it to continue to be 
used as part of the changing maritime industry at this time. This major investment did not really assist in the 
overall operation of the Dock, with the Dock closing in 1987.  

The Site (including the Dock) does not satisfy the other criteria of the QHA – namely criteria c), e), g) or h). 
These will be briefly examined in turn below.  

Criterion c) relates generally to the potential archaeological value of a site, an acknowledges that a site may 
contain artefacts that will assist and contribute to an understanding of Queensland’s history. Sites that may 
hold archaeological deposits or artefacts tend to be those that have not been disturbed over time, so that the 
archaeological deposit remains in-situ. Additionally the site needs to have had an important previous use that 
may result in some deposits being retained and remain in sub-surface areas.  

Given the major excavation and disturbance to the Site that occurred to create the Dock itself, it is clear the 
Dock site itself will not contain any artefacts that will assist and contribute to an understanding of 
Queensland’s history. The previous use of the Site for farming is also considered quite common and perhaps 
prosaic in these terms, and how this criterion is normally applied. For these reasons this technical 
assessment concludes that the Site does not have any potential to yield information that will contribute to an 
understanding of Queensland’s history and is not significant against this criterion.  

Criterion e) relates to the aesthetic significance of a place. The term “aesthetic significance” of a place or 
artefact is defined in the QHA as the visual merit or interest of a place or artefact.  

As an element of shipping infrastructure from the World War II period, the Site has no aesthetic value or 
importance. The chimney at the Site is cement rendered and is of such limited height that it could not be 
considered a landmark as this term is normally applied and used in these terms.  

Criterion g) relates to any strong or special associations a site may have with a particular community or 
cultural group for social, cultural or spiritual reasons. The DES monograph “Assessing cultural significance: 
using the heritage criteria”, suggests a place may fulfil this criterion and have a strong or special association 
with a particular community or cultural group for these reasons, if that place has a perceived meaning or 
symbolic, spiritual or moral value that is important to a particular community or cultural group and which 
generates a strong sense of attachment.  

As a place of employment where staff worked on and off over the years repairing and maintaining naval and 
civilian vessels no community or cultural group can be identified that would have a strong or special 
association with the Site. There appears is little attachment to or regard for the Site for social, cultural or 
spiritual reasons.  

Criterion h) relates to a special association a place may have with the life or work of a particular person, 
group or organisation of importance in Queensland’s history. The DES monograph “Assessing cultural 
significance: using the heritage criteria”, suggests a place may fulfil this criterion and have a special 
associational value if it is associated with a person, organisation or group of people who or which has made 
an important or notable contribution to the evolution and development of our society and of our physical 
environment.  

The Dock was constructed by the Queensland government (with financial assistance of the Commonwealth) 
during World War II, when many wartime projects were carried out (airports, warehouses, roads, etc). It was 
one of many projects of the Allied Works Council during the war, and does not have a special association 
with this organisation. It was then operated as a maritime facility by the Department of Harbours and Marine 
and then the Port of Brisbane. The Site does not have a special association with either of these 
organisations.  
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5. CONCLUSION 
The Site includes the Dock that was constructed in the early to mid-1940s on the Brisbane River at 
Morningside as a combined project of the Commonwealth and Queensland governments during World War 
II. The Dock was a facility for the maintenance and repair of boats and ships as part of the war effort of 
Australia and its allies. The Dock commenced operations in September 1944. The Site consisted of the 
Dock, as well as Ancillary Infrastructure, including a series of buildings and other ancillary structures to 
support the operation.  

After World War II and into the 1950s and 1960s the Site was operated by the Queensland government as a 
dock for ship repair and painting, in conjunction with the earlier South Brisbane Dry Dock at South Brisbane. 
The Site was largely redeveloped in the late 1960s and early 1970s, with the construction of a Wharf 
extending into the Brisbane River.  

The Site has not operated as a dock or wharf for shipping for some years. Currently the Dock and the Wharf 
remain, but most of the Ancillary Infrastructure constructed on the Site for the operation of the Dock have 
been demolished.  

A Nomination was made to enter the Site (including the Dock and the Wharf) in the QHR as a State Heritage 
Place, in November 2022 in accordance with section 36 of the QHA.  

The Nomination contends that the Site satisfies four of the eight criteria for cultural heritage significance in 
Section 35 (1) of the QHA.  

(c) the place is important in demonstrating the evolution or pattern of Queensland’s history; 

(d) the place demonstrates rare, uncommon or endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural 
heritage; 

(e) the place is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a particular class of 
cultural places; 

(g) the place is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical achievement at a 
particular period.  

This report has tested and critically examined the Nomination in relation to the cultural heritage significance 
of the Site.  

The facts and circumstances of the construction of Dock are documented and acknowledged, and are readily 
found in the files of the government departments associated with its construction held in the various 
archives, and written about in a number of published books. 

However these mere facts and circumstances, and the continued presence of the Dock at the Site in the 
present day do not in themselves mean that the Site is of such importance and therefore of cultural 
significance, to be entered in the Queensland Heritage Register as a State Heritage Place. A site needs to 
demonstrate importance in the identified criteria to satisfy an entry in the QHR, not just an existence.  

The historical research and site analysis carried out for this report indicate that the Site does not satisfy the 
criteria for cultural heritage significance in Section 35 (1) of the QHA that have been identified in the 
Nomination. The Site should not, therefore, be entered in the QHR as a State Heritage Place. This analysis 
also concludes that the Site does not satisfy any of the other criteria that were not identified in the 
Nomination (criteria c, e, g and h).  

Following review of the Nomination, and extensive research conducted by Urbis, this technical assessment 
makes the following conclusions about the Site in terms of the eight criteria of cultural heritage significance in 
section 35 (1) of the QHA:  
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Table 2: Summary Table of Assessment of Cultural Significance 

Criterion of significance Assessment against criterion 
a) the place is important in 

demonstrating the evolution 
or pattern of Queensland’s 
history 

The Site is not important in demonstrating the evolution or 
pattern of Queensland’s history.  
Construction of the Dock commenced in 1942 and was 
completed in September 1944.  With World War II ending  
soon after, the Dock was not used for its intended purpose 
during the bulk of the wartime period, with wartime ship 
repairs and maintenance for the most part carried out at the 
South Brisbane Dry Dock.  
The post war use of the Dock was sporadic, and was not a 
vital part of the maritime industry in the State. The Dock was 
underutilised with few ships docked, and it rarely operated 
profitably amid rumours of closure and accusations that it 
was a “white elephant”. The redevelopment of the Site in the 
late 1960s and 1970s did not change these circumstances. 
The Site has remained vacant since 2014, with most of the 
structures having been demolished or vandalised.  
The use of the Site itself was largely unremarkable, being 
limited to servicing and painting of vessels over time.  

b) the place demonstrates 
rare, uncommon or 
endangered aspects of 
Queensland’s cultural 
heritage; 

The Site does not demonstrate rare, uncommon or 
endangered aspects of Queensland’s cultural heritage.  
The Cairncross Dock and the Captain Cook Graving Dock in 
Sydney were two dry dock facilities constructed during World 
War II. However, the Site does not demonstrate rare aspects 
of Queensland’s cultural heritage, as “dry docks constructed 
during World War II” are not considered to be aspects of 
cultural heritage in this State. The South Brisbane Dry Dock 
and the Evans Deakin Dock in Kangaroo Point are very 
similar facilities to the Cairncross Dock and (unlike the 
Cairncross Dock) operated throughout the World War II 
period for these purposes.  

c) the place has potential to 
yield information that will 
contribute to an 
understanding of 
Queensland’s history; 

The Site does not have potential to yield information that will 
contribute to an understanding of Queensland’s history. 
Major excavation and disturbance occurred at the Site to 
create the Dock. The Dock is unlikely to contain any 
artefacts that will assist and contribute to an understanding 
of Queensland’s history and the previous use of the Site for 
farming was very common and prosaic. 

d) the place is important in 
demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a 
particular class of cultural 
places; 

The Site is not important in demonstrating the principal 
characteristics of a particular class of cultural place.  
It is not accepted that a dry dock could be considered a 
particular class of a cultural place or Heritage Place. A dry 
dock is not readily understood as a class of cultural place or 
Heritage Place. Further, the Site is not important in 
demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of 
cultural place as it is an example of maritime infrastructure 
from the middle of the twentieth century.   

e) the place is important 
because of its aesthetic 
significance; 

The Site is not important because of its aesthetic 
significance.  
As an industrial site of shipping infrastructure from the World 
War II period, the Site has no aesthetic value or importance, 
or visual interest or merit.  
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The Site has been largely abandoned and most buildings 
have been demolished including all World War II buildings. 
Those that remain are 1970s or later buildings with no visual 
appeal or interest.  
The only elements that remain from the 1940s construction 
are the Dock and a chimney. As a structure the Dock itself is 
submerged and is not readily visible. The chimney is cement 
rendered and while taller than the adjoining buildings, it is 
not a landmark (as this term is normally applied and used in 
cultural heritage terms) from the Thynne Road entrance to 
the Site or when viewed from the Brisbane River.  

f) the place is important in 
demonstrating a high 
degree of creative or 
technical achievement at a 
particular period; 

The Site is not important in demonstrating a high degree of 
creative or technical achievement at a particular period.   
In its design, construction and use the Cairncross Dock was 
a similar facility to the South Brisbane Dry Dock. The same 
construction methodologies would have been used as the 
late nineteenth century example, but using twentieth century 
technology. The construction of this Dock in the early to mid-
1940s did not introduce new technology, or a new form of 
maritime infrastructure. There were other civil engineering 
projects similar to this in terms of causing a major 
intervention into the natural environment.   
The claim that the Dock was built in record time and during a 
period of unprecedented war strain is not an aspect of 
cultural significance and cannot be substantiated.   
The early 1970s Wharf does not demonstrate a high degree 
of creative or technical achievement at a particular period 
and is not significant under this criterion. Wharves extending 
into the Brisbane River had been constructed many times 
previously in Brisbane, and other parts of the State.  
The “years of service” the Dock provided to the peacetime 
maritime industry were not successful and do not 
demonstrate significance in terms of this criterion.  
The redevelopment of the Site during the late 1960s and 
early 1970s did not change these circumstances. That the 
Dock did not adequately cater to the demands of the late 
twentieth and early 21st century shipping is demonstrated by 
its closing, reopening and closing again from the 1980s and 
to the 2010s. The Site has had an unremarkable history in 
terms of its maritime use and operation.  

g) the place has a strong or 
special association with a 
particular community or 
cultural group for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons; 

The Site does not have a strong or special association with a 
particular community or cultural group for social, cultural or 
spiritual reasons.   
As a place of employment where staff worked on and off 
over the years repairing and maintaining naval and civilian 
vessels, no community or cultural group can be identified 
that would have a strong or special association with the Site. 
There is little attachment to or regard for the Site for social, 
cultural or spiritual reasons.  

h) the place has a special 
association with the life or 
work of a particular person, 
group or organisation of 

The Site does not have a special association with the life or 
work of a particular person, group or organisation of 
importance in Queensland’s history. 
The Dock was constructed by the Queensland government 
during World War II, when many wartime projects were 
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importance in 
Queensland’s history. 

carried out (airports, warehouses, roads, etc). It was one of 
many projects of the Allied Works Council during the war, 
and does not have a special association with this 
organisation. After the war the Site was operated by the 
Department of Harbours and Marine and then the Port of 
Brisbane, as a maritime facility. The Site does not have a 
special association with either of these organisations.  

 

The Site is not a rare or uncommon aspect of Queensland’s cultural heritage, the Dock and Wharf are not a 
class of cultural place and the Site is not important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a 
particular class of cultural places, and the Site is not important in demonstrating the principal characteristics 
of a cultural place, and the Site is not important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technical 
achievement at a particular period.  

The Site does not satisfy the other criteria of the QHA – namely criteria (c), (e), (g) or (h).  

Places that are identified for their heritage values are considered to have special qualities over and above 
their utilitarian nature and appearance – their ability to demonstrate aspects of history, their acknowledged 
rarity, their formal and/or aesthetic qualities, and their special associations. It is considered that the Site does 
not have any special qualities over and above its utilitarian nature and appearance that would warrant entry 
in the Queensland Heritage Register.  

Therefore, as a result of the assessment and analysis carried out for this report, it is considered that the Site 
(including the Dock) does not satisfy the heritage criteria in Section 35 (1) of the QHA. The Site should not 
be considered a State Heritage Place and should not be entered in the QHR.  
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 31 January 2023 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and 
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty 
Ltd (Urbis) opinion in this report. Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of 

 (Instructing Party) for the purpose of a Heritage Response Report (Purpose) and not for any 
other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly disclaims all liability, 
whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this report for any 
purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on this report for 
any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose). 

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment. 

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are 
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon 
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among 
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control. 

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which 
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or 
incomplete arising from such translations. 

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not 
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its 
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the 
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not 
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith. 

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given 
by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not 
misleading, subject to the limitations above. 

 

 







  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Heritage 
Department of Environment and Science 
GPO Box 2454 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 
 
14 December 2022 
 
Dear Ms Shirreffs, 

Re: Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf, HRN 650279 

Thank you for asking the to comment 
on the application for entry in the Queensland Heritage Register of the 
Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf. The  

 has reviewed the application and supports this nomination on 
the basis of Criteria A, D and F.  
 
Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf, when considered in conjunction with 
the South Brisbane Dry Dock (HRN 600301), demonstrates the evolution of 
servicing and maintenance of civil and naval vessels in Queensland.  
 
Cairncross Dock provides evidence of the how engineering infrastructure was 
conceived and constructed during the Second World War, and later adapted to 
meet the evolving requirements of seaborne transportation. Additionally, 
Cairncross Dock is a rare, large scale and extant example of defence-related 
infrastructure produced under the auspices of the Allied Works Council.  
 
In its location, layout and dimensions, the Cairncross Dock and Finishing 
Wharf demonstrates the principal characteristics of a dry dock facility with 
associated wharf, created, and subsequently expanded, as the size of vessels 
increased. 
 
Constructed during the Second World War, the Cairncross Dock demonstrates 
engineering and construction techniques that were appropriate solutions to 



  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

the exigencies of this period of conflict. The combination of a local sandstone 
substructure and concrete walling demonstrates adaptability and sustainability 
under restrictive conditions. These underlying values also are evident in a 
history that includes the re-use of components from the dredge Hercules and 
the scuttled battle cruiser, HMAS Australia, in the initial dewatering pump unit.  
 
Please contact the  on telephone  should you wish 
to discuss this further.   
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
 

  

 



 
  

 
 

 

22 December 2022 

Heritage  
 

Department of Environment and Science 
heritage@des.qld.gov.au 

Dear  

Re: Nomination of Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf, 405 &405B Thynne Road, Morningside 
(650279) 

The  supports the nomination and assessment of 
the above complex, as it is a major engineering work undertaken rapidly in the emergency of World 
War II.  

The suggested criteria in the nomination are supported, and it is recommended that consideration 
be given to the additional application of Criterion H as follows: 

Engineers for the original design were WHR Nimmo, CM Calder and EL Richard, and Sir William 
Halcrow for the modernisation. In addition to their acknowledgement in the history, consideration 
could be given to their importance in Queensland’s engineering history and the significance of this 
project in their respective careers. 

Kind regards, 

 





 
22 December 2022  

Heritage Branch 
Department of Environment and Science 
GPO Box 2454 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 
 
Email:  heritage@des.qld.gov.au 
 
Dear Chief Executive 

Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf – 405 & 405B Thynne Road, Morningside 
Queensland Heritage Register application - Heritage Register Number (HRN): 65027  

The Bulimba District Historical Society (BDHS) write this submission to support the application for 
the entry in the Queensland Heritage Register of the Cairncross Dock and Finishing Wharf as a State 
Heritage Place.  

The site is worthy of conservation for present and future generations and contributes significantly 
to our understanding of the development of Queensland.  The application provides evidence that 
demonstrates the place has significant features at a Queensland level and meets the threshold for 
inclusion on the Queensland Heritage Register. 

About our community group 

BDHS are a volunteer community group with more than 40 members. The society has over 1,000 
years of shared experience in the district and some members have family generations dating back 
to the 1850s.  We aim to document and record history and the cultural heritage significance of the 
historic Bulimba electorate district.1  

As development continues, it is important that people have access to details of the events of the 
past, including the historically significant sites that contributed to the protection and development 
of Brisbane, Queensland and Australia. BDHS members actively engage with representatives from 
across government including the Australian Government (Commonwealth), Queensland 
Government (State), Brisbane City Council (Local/Council) and Department of Defence (Defence). 
This is to ensure protection of local heritage sites.  

 
1 https://nla.gov.au/nla.obj-730386007/view?partId=nla.obj-730405899# 
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Background and engagement 
 
Along the Brisbane River, areas of Bulimba and Morningside (includes the old suburb of Colmslie) 
were part of a military precinct. Its growth, use and reduction has had, and will have a significant 
impact on shaping the area as part of our history.  
 
Since 2015 BDHS members have learnt more than most local historical groups about 
Commonwealth, State and Local government legislation relating to heritage, and how Defence 
manages the heritage values on its estate. 
 
In December 2016 BDHS instigated engagement with the Australian Government and Defence 
representatives. We provided them with our records and a unique resource to assess the history 
and cultural heritage values of the Bulimba Barracks and HMAS Moreton sites and the surrounding 
military precinct including Cairncross Dock.  
 
In January 2017 Defence representatives began direct engagement with BDHS on the Bulimba 
Barracks site and in March 2017 BDHS was named as a key stakeholder relevant to the HMAS 
Moreton site which formed part of the historic Bulimba Barracks site from 1943 to 2016.   
 
The Cairncross Dock site is referenced in indigenous historical reports and heritage reports 
prepared for Defence. Cairncross Dock is also mentioned in evidence provided to the 
Commonwealth Public Works Parliamentary Standing Committee, Official Committee Hansard on 
28 July 2017.2  We believe these public documents provide further information on the history of 
Cairncross Dock. 
 

Current development application 

During our engagement with Defence in 2017/2018 we were directed to contact the 
developer/owner of Cairncross Dock, Lendlease. BDHS did not have the resources to make 
representations to Lendlease at the time as we were focused on protecting the historic Bulimba 
Barracks site. 

On 10 October 2022 Lendlease lodged a development application (reference A006123190) to 
Council for demolition and infill of the Cairncross Naval Graving Dry Dock. We understand Council is 
obligated by state legislation to assess all applications against the relevant assessment benchmarks 
in the Brisbane City Plan 2014 and in accordance with the state Planning Act 2016.  

BDHS is aware representations have been made to state representatives and the State Assessment 
and Referral Agency (SARA) about this application. BDHS has also been provided with a copy of 
correspondence dated 9 December 2022 from the Brisbane City Council, Lord Mayor which states: 
“Council has written to the Honourable Meaghan Scanlon MP, Minister for the Environment and the 
Great Barrier Reef, requesting an assessment of the former Cairncross Dry Dock be undertaken to 
determine if it meets state-level cultural heritage significance for inclusion on the Queensland 
Heritage Register. This would give the site further protection.”  

 
2 https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Joint/Public Works/HMASMoreton/Public Hearings 
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Bulimba District Historical Society (BDHS) reference list of attachments: 

 

ATTACHMENT A Appendix C Indigenous Historical Context of Bulimba Barracks and Surrounds 
- Jagera Daran  
GML Heritage Bulimba Barracks—Heritage Assessment—June 2018 
Part 2 - Bulimba Barracks Heritage Assessment - 7.0 Appendices  

ATTACHMENT B Wartime Memories of Bulimba, As recalled by Dennis Burchill - April 2004. 
https://www.ozatwar.com/locations/wartimememoriesbulimba.htm 

ATTACHMENT C Growing Up on Bulimba 1930 - 1950, as told by Dennis Burchill.   
http://www.numbertheory.org/GrowingUpinBulimba1930.pdf  

ATTACHMENT D Colmslie Dry Dock and Dry Docks in Brisbane - R.J. Turner 2022 

ATTACHMENT E GML Heritage - HMAS Moreton, Brisbane Heritage Impact Assessment 
Report - prepared for the Department of Defence July 2017. 
https://www.aph.gov.au/DocumentStore.ashx?id=eb54241d-7698-461c-
95c5-b4de2a29c7f3&subId=509491  

ATTACHMENT F HMAS Moreton Unit Relocation Project, HMAS Moreton, Bulimba 
Queensland - COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA Official Committee Hansard 
PARLIAMENTARY STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS HMAS Moreton 
Unit Relocation Project, Bulimba, Queensland FRIDAY, 28 JULY 2017 
BRISBANE 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary Business/Committees/Joint/Public
Works/HMASMoreton/Public Hearings  

ATTACHMENT G GML Heritage Bulimba Barracks - Heritage Assessment - June 2018  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Appendix C Indigenous Historical Context of Bulimba Barracks and Surrounds 
- Jagera Daran  
GML Heritage Bulimba Barracks—Heritage Assessment—June 2018 
Part 2 - Bulimba Barracks Heritage Assessment - 7.0 Appendices  

 
Note: Indigenous Historical Context of Bulimba Barracks & Surrounds 2nd REVISED VERSION - 
Ray Kerkhove, PhD & Editing by Norm Love A Report for Jagera Daran 12th October 2017.  
Norm Love, BDHS president is one of the original founding members and Honorary Lifetime 
Member. 
 
Page 11 

4.0 Ceremonial and burial sites  

4.1 Dance grounds  

George Crouch – a retired fisherman who was born in Wynnum – recalled seeing 
corroborees being held at what became the Brisbane Graving Dock, towards Cairncross 
Rocks. This is the area now just east of the Bulimba Barracks development (see map). This 
was during the 1870s. He states he would go here with school friends to watch the 
performances (CM 23 Sept 1940). Possibly the Cairncross Rocks had spiritual significance.  

4.2 Burial grounds (female)  

Mr George Crouch additionally relates his father visiting the area near here (Cairncross 
Paddock in Colmslie) – presumably during the 1850s or 1860s- and being advised it was a 
burial ground for women:  

... My father and his mate... used to go down Cairncross Paddock to trap finches – Redheads 
and Zephirs – and they used to go to a certain bare patch that was full of birds. Whenever 
the Aborigines saw them putting their traps there, they chased them because they said it 
was the Gins’ burial ground (Turner-Jones 1990).  

Norm Love estimates this area to be the current Colmslie Recreation Reserve/ Hockey ovals 
(pers comm, 9 October 2017). It is not clear how long this burial ground was maintained. 
Some early Bulimba residents remembered it was “quite common to see a corpse bound in 
bark in the fork of two trees” – apparently into the 1870s - though no specific location is 
given (Johnston 1918: 311). Likewise, an Aboriginal skeleton was found “in an ant bed” 
(traditional burial material) at Bulimba in 1888. It was judged to have been interred ‘a long 
time ago’ (EN 28 Aug 1888:6), but again no precise location was given. Given Crouch’s 
recollections, it is probably both the platform burial and the earth burial were part of the 
women’s funerary ground at Colmslie, and that use of the area for this purpose continued 
into the 1860s-1870s.  
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5.0 Pathways and crossings  

This may explain the later connection of Aboriginals to ferry work here. Ltnt Fred Wheeler 
noticed people swimming across at “Cairncross” in 1861 but this might be closer to Colmslie.  

(http://www.members.optusnet.com.au/belmont.history/history.htm).  

 
 
Page 13 

6.0 Towrie (hunting-gathering grounds) 

At least in later times, Cairncross Paddock was a good area for trapping or netting small 
birds such as finches (Turner-Jones 1990). Lobbying (yabbying) was conducted at the 
waterholes, especially at Hawthorne Park.  

At least in later times, Cairncross Paddock was a good area for trapping or netting small 
birds such as finches (Turner-Jones 1990). Lobbying (yabbying) was conducted at the 
waterholes, especially at Hawthorne Park.  

Page 18 

7.8 Native Police destruction of Bulimba Camps (1850s - 1861)  

In the 1850s, the Native Police “broke up” the Bulimba camp (RHSQ/ Melton 17 June 1920: 
82). It is not certain if this was the Bulimba camps in general, or the major base camp at the 

mouth of Bulimba Creek. In November to 2nd December 1861, the Native Police and 
Brisbane Mounted Police again, under Ltnt Fred Wheeler, destroyed the Bulimba camp, 
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‘dispersed’ the inhabitants and destroyed all “implements of warfare” (COL Sec ID 846752 
61/2974). Again it is uncertain what the exact location of this attack was, but from the 
memory of local early resident Ian Walkley, it seems to have been in the Bulimba and 
Cairncross (Colmslie) areas - http://www.ianwalkley.com.au/mount_gravatt.html  
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Appendix A—BCC Citation for Bulimba Army Base, 2009 

Bulimba Army Base 

 

 

Elevation from: Hamilton Portside Wharf 

 

 

Address:   167 Apollo Road, Bulimba   

Real Property Description: L24 (part) RP813319   

Former Names:   Apollo Barge Assembly Depot   

Date of Construction:  1943   

Architect:   United States Military    



SUMMARY  

The Bulimba Army Base is an important remnant of the United States Military presence in Brisbane during 
the Second World War. Initially established in 1943 for the assemblage of military barges, the Apollo Barge 
Assembly Depot, as it was first known, was one of a number of war-time industrial sites along this stretch 
of the Brisbane River. At the end of the war and the departure of the American forces the base was occupied 
by the Australian Electrical and Mechanical Engineers unit of the Australian Army.  The Bulimba Army Base 
plays a very important role in Brisbane’s military history.  

HISTORY 

The first inhabitants of the Bulimba area were members of the Aboriginal community, mainly from the 
Coorparoo and Chepara clans whose lands ranged south of the river. Because the land had an ample water 
supply, fauna and flora were plentiful making the area an excellent food gathering ground for Aboriginal 
people and later for Europeans.  

After the Moreton Bay region was opened for free settlement in 1842, David McConnel, having established 
a station at Cressbrook, bought much of the first land offered for sale in Bulimba and soon after built a home 
for himself and new wife Mary McLeod. The McConnel’s home, Bulimba House, was built by Andrew Petrie 
in 1850 becoming one of the first substantial residences in the colony.  The home was built from grey 
freestone obtained from a quarry lower down the river and the land was cleared for agriculture.  

The river was the main avenue of transport for the early European occupants. The overland route passed 
through Galloways Hill and on to the track linking Cleveland to Brisbane following it through Woolloongabba 
and South Brisbane. Rowing across the river to Newstead and travelling through Fortitude Valley to the city 
was an easier journey than the land route which skirted Norman Creek. Sam Buckley may have run an 
unofficial ferry across the river from about 1850. Bulimba residents and farmers applied for the construction 
of a bridge across Norman Creek to improve overland access and in about 1856 the first bridge over Norman 
Creek was opened.  

While farming was the main activity in the district, a large tin smelting works was also established near the 
ferry giving employment to a considerable number of people. During the latter part of 1866, Messrs Smith, 
Price and Harvey were reported as having discovered nuggets and particles of gold along the banks of the 
Brisbane River opposite the Breakfast Creek. While some alluvial deposits were found and a shaft sunk into 
the main quartz reef, the mine did not become a major industry in the area.  

The 1880s saw the beginnings of more urban and industrial development in the area. Many of the large land 
holdings were subdivided and sold as housing estates and with the concomitant rise in the population, 
commercial services were established. The proximity to the river and adjoining creeks also provided ideal 
conditions for industry to develop. 

The Apollo candle factory was built in 1880 near the present Apollo Road. The yard covered about 25 acres 
and the factory produced candles, soap and oil. It amalgamated with J. Kitchen & Sons of South Brisbane 
in 1885 and continued production well into the twentieth century, despite being inundated by floods and 
suffering a fire in 1909. On the northern side of the river at Newstead, industrial developments in the form 
of the Colonial Sugar Refining Company and the gas works as well as the wharves provided employment 
opportunities for residents of the Bulimba area as transport across the river by ferry was an established 
service.  

 

In 1925 the tramlines were extended into the district along Hawthorne Road as far as Barton Road 
increasing the accessibility of the south eastern parts of the district. Services were extended to Oxford Street 
in 1935. The cross river ferries, both passenger and vehicular, continued to be a major form of transport 
with their importance to the district being emphasised by the construction of a shop and dwelling at 



Hawthorne ferry in 1921 and the Addison-designed Bulimba ferry house in 1922. Buses also serviced the 
district often connecting with the ferries.  

Although Australia had been at war with Germany since 1939, the impact of war increased dramatically after 
the Japanese entered it in 1941. The Japanese forces swept south through Malaya, the Netherlands East 
Indies and had reached New Guinea by January, 1942. Northern Australia became a major staging point. 
General Headquarters South West Pacific Area, under the command of US General Douglas MacArthur, 
was also moved to Brisbane in July 1942. An unprecedented military build-up followed. The concentration 
of US troops alone was heaviest in south-east Queensland, reaching a peak of 75 500 in December 1943. 
Camps, airfields, construction and recreational facilities specifically for the US Army were erected in 
Brisbane during the war. 

As with the rest of Brisbane, the coming of the Second World War brought enormous changes to the Bulimba 
district. The river became an important defence site and industries associated with the war effort were 
located nearby. As numerous local men and women enlisted in the war effort the area became the base of 
a variety of Australian and overseas war activities. Australian soldiers were stationed in bunkers and gun 
emplacements on Bulimba Point protecting the American submarine base at New Farm, the wharves and 
the city of Brisbane. Anti-aircraft batteries were also located at the rear of Balmoral Cemetery and staffed 
by WAAAF personnel.  

The Apollo Barge Assembly Depot was swiftly built by the United States Forces on land that had been 
acquired by the Commonwealth of Australia in March 1943.  The American military built six large 
warehouses, one of which was the workshop. Several peripheral buildings, such as accommodation and 
latrines, were also built on the site but were not retained after the war.  As is suggested by the name, the 
U.S barges were assembled at the Bulimba base. The steel components were shipped in via the Brisbane 
River and delivered by barge to the assembly depot. In a Memo dated 11 August 1943 from the U.S Army 
the requirements needed for the establishment of the Assembly Depot were outlined. The cost of the facility, 
which was termed a priority, was to be ₤481 400. Facilities to be included were:  

(i) Ship and gun crew training station in conjunction with approved camp site 
for 1,800 men. 

 

(ii) Installation and outfitting of 100 refrigeration barges, oil barges and ships 
repair facilities. 

 

(iii) Construction of four or more, floating dry docks, 250’ to 350’ long by 50’ 
to 60’ wide, and 12 or more floating work-shops 150’ x 30’ x 3’ 

 

(iv) Construction of 400 wooden barges, 80x32x8’ 
 

The position of the Apollo Barge Assembly Depot was tantamount to its importance as a military vessel 
supply base. During the Second World War a wide wharf was constructed for the Assembly Depot that 
allowed an efficient means of distribution. Once assembled, the barges were shipped out as deck cargo to 
the conflict in the Pacific. Each barge, measuring approximately eighteen metres by eight metres and with 
two refrigeration units, was designed as a supply vessel that would be deployed into secured territory in the 
Pacific region of the war.  The workers within the assembly depot were mainly Chinese. Approximately one 
thousand Chinese workers were housed in the barracks.  

With the end of the Second World War in 1945 and the departure of the American Military Forces from 
Brisbane the Apollo Barge Assembly Depot became the base for the Royal Australian Electrical and 
Mechanical Engineers. The RAEME, was a division of the Australian Regular Army that were responsible 
for the maintenance of all land electrical and mechanical equipment.  In April 1945 the Quarter-Master 



General of the Australian Army outlined the agreement with the United States Military relating to the hand 
over of the Bulimba site. It stated: 

At Conference today with Commanding General Base Section USASOS and Brig-Gen 
Johnson, GPA, an undertaking was given that the US Authorities would release the Bulimba 
site to the Australian Army as soon as practicable and possibly not later than the beginning 
of May. The US Authorities will proceed forthwith to clear stores and equipment now held 
on the site to the open storage area adjacent or in the vicinity of the Chinese Camp. 

As well as re-using the already existing military workshops and warehouses on the site, the RAEME moved 
several buildings from their previous Kangaroo Point site. In October 1946 a training school was established 
in the army buildings. Later workshops and administration buildings were added as the site grew to be a 
major base for carpentry, metal fabrication and machining, and electronics manufacturing and repairs for 
Telecom and some outside businesses.  

The most historically significant buildings on the site are those built by the United States Forces on the base 
during the Second World War.   

STATEMENTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

This is a place of local heritage significance and meets one or more of the local heritage criteria under the 
Heritage Register Planning Scheme Policy of the Brisbane City Plan 2000. 

1. As a surviving Second World War industrial base established by the United States Military in 1943 and 
reflecting the unprecedented military activity along the Brisbane River in this period it is important in 
demonstrating the evolution and pattern of the City’s and local area’s history; and 

 
2. as a rare example of a Second World War barge building facility built for the United States Military built 

at a time of intensive military activity in Brisbane by the United States Military  it demonstrates rare, 
uncommon or endangered aspects of the City’s or local area’s cultural heritage; and 

 
3. as an important surviving United States Military industrial facility for the intensive manufacture of barges 

it is important in demonstrating a high degree of creative or technological achievement at a 
particular period.  

 
References:  

E. Daniel Potts and Annette Potts, Yanks Downunder 1941-1945: The American Impact on Australia, Oxford 
University Press, Melbourne, 1985. 

OZ@War, “Bulimba- Apollo Barge Assembly Depot”, P. Dunn 

Map, “Army Installations Apollo Road, Bulimba 1945”, National Archives 

Bulimba Army Barracks, Archival Material, National Archives, Brisbane 

Date of Citation:  2009  

Author of Citation: Brisbane City Council Heritage Unit 

COPYRIGHT BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL HERITAGE UNIT 

Note: 

This citation has been prepared on the basis of evidence available at the time including an external 
examination of the building. The statement of significance is a summary of the most culturally important 
aspects of the property based on the available evidence, and may be re-assessed if further information 
becomes available.  The purpose of this citation is to provide an informed evaluation for heritage registration 



and information.  This does not negate the necessity for a thorough conservation study by a qualified 
practitioner, before any action is taken which may affect its heritage significance. 
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Bulimba landscape 
The land scape of Bulimba was an area of bountiful resources swamps are natural basin these area 

were created by the environment to protect the natural resources of the landscape and it surrounds 

such as the waterways the life lines of the country. These areas often would hold great significance 

and therefore would be places of celebration, congregation, spiritual healing, initiation, these area 

served a number of purposes. Good resource area provided plenty of opportunity for people to set 

up semipermanent camps for different season. 

 

 

 

Survey Methodology 
Jagera Daran follows accepted and professional practices and standards during fieldwork as part of 

the cultural heritage survey (Burke and Smith 2004). These include: 

 A field survey to identify sites and areas of cultural heritage; 

 Evaluation of constraints relating to ground integrity (GI) and ground surface visibility (GSV) 

that determine the need for further work; 

 Site assessment and evaluation of significance;  

 Recording and documentation;  

 Impact evaluation and mitigation strategy  

 Traditional knowledge of the area and use of the resources 

In addition, Jagera Daran in has developed practices of site prediction based on a wide matrix of 

criteria, including soil types, geomorphology, vegetation regional ecosystems, remnant indicator 

species, and ethno-historical sources that allows a reasonable confidence in identifying areas where 

cultural heritage may exist (Strong 2000, Strong 2005, Jagera Daran Pty Ltd and Turnstone 

Archaeology 2009) 

In addition, any feature nearby that might have significance or provide further information about the 

cultural landscape was examined.   

Sites were noted for providing evidence to support further investigation.   Notes were also kept on 

relevant vegetation community, ground integrity, taphonomic issues, ground surface visibility and an 

indication of potential landscape significance from both a cultural and archaeological viewpoint.   

The use of a Camera and hand held GPS map 60 to record evidence of supporting evidence.  

 



 

4 
 

Survey Process  
The areas were surveyed on foot the perimeter and some internal areas were surveyed and areas 

nearby that are part of this projects landscape were investigated to ground truth things like lithic 

source, vegetation, distances, features such as hills, gullies and water courses.    

 

Test pitting process 
The archaeological test pitting process enables Jagera Daran to cover a select area, to gain as much 

information as possible on past activities, use and age. Test pitting is based on the law of 

superposition. This law dictates that under most conditions, ‘…the oldest layers are on the bottom 

and the younger layers are on the top’(Hester, Shafer et al. 1997). Using the test pitting method 

allows Jagera Daran to effectively identify the presence of sub-surface cultural layers containing site 

information that has been buried over time. Test pitting allows for a greater understanding of 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage sites, the overall Aboriginal landscape and the potential for sub-surface 

cultural heritage, particularly where there is poor surface visibility. It also can (in optimum 

conditions) preserve smaller artefacts within a spatial context that allows for the recovery of 

artefactual and cultural material that is usually lost in surface collections (Strong et al 2009). Test 

pitting is an accepted archaeological and cultural process that is achieving greater use in South East 

Queensland (Burke and Smith 2004). 

As well as providing valuable information, the test pitting process is able to mitigate large sections of 

land. By implementing a test pit in an optimal location, it can give the necessary information not just 

for the area excavated, but for the surrounding area as well. For example, by putting a test pit on a 

small hill, not only does that mitigate that hill, but also the surrounding lower areas as well. This 

allows for Jagera Daran and the client to be able to test pit an area without necessarily monitoring 

the whole area once construction starts. If significant finds were made throughout the excavation, 

an extension of the test pit would be negotiated with the Proponent. A significant find would include 

high amounts of tools such as backed blades, blades or wooden implements, large occupation areas 

indicated by copious amounts of stone artefacts, quarry sites where Aboriginal people are accessing 

raw material, knapping areas with single reduction events and other knapping episodes in situ, living 

floors indicated by ovens, fireplaces, hearths and kills sites, contact sites indicating Aboriginal and 

European contact and excavations that have uncovered bones. If significant finds were made 

throughout the excavation, an extension of the test pit would then be negotiated with the 

Proponent. This extension could include extending the size of the test pit, extending the time frames 

to excavate the test pit, seeking technical advice on a particular find or adding monitoring to the 



 

5 
 

mitigation strategy for the area. These significant finds would be communicated to the client and 

assessed before an extension is granted. However, this is uncommon as most test pits do produce 

artefacts and other cultural heritage material within the time frame and may not require an 

extension or monitoring after the fact. This does enable Jagera Daran to continue to uncover highly 

significant areas, if found throughout the test pitting process.  

All Jagera Daran test pits are six (6) metres by four (4) metres. This allows Jagera Daran to capture as 

much information as possible over large sections of landscape. The test pitting process requires an 

excavator, mechanical sieve and the Jagera Daran test pitting team. The excavator will be used to 

remove the grass covering or crust off the top of the test pit. Excavation by hand or alternating with 

the excavator will then commence. Soil will then be removed from the excavation and put through 

the mechanical sieve to recover any artefacts. Any Aboriginal Cultural Heritage material will be 

marked in the test pit, its location recorded and documented. These materials will then be taken 

back for further analysis in the Jagera Daran office and curated. All the outcomes of the test pits will 

be included in a mitigation report. Test pitting will take between 1-5 days per test pit, depending on 

what is located in the test pit.  

Test trenching 

The Test Trenching process employed by Jagera Daran enables the Traditional Owners to 

provide a robust process for identifying, assessing and preserving subsurface Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage sites that would otherwise be destroyed by the construction works. The 

location of Test Trenches are chosen in areas where isolated more detailed tools are likely 

to be found, rather than areas where large Aboriginal subsurface sites like camp sites, 

quarries or stone artefact scatters are present. The purpose for this is because isolated tools 

could be axes, blades and other instruments used to access the resources in these areas. A 

high resource or hunting area is designated by vegetation, the typography; local water 

features and often contains remnant site evidence such as camping, hunting, and 

ceremonial uses. In the right conditions, the preservation of wooden and organic artefacts, 

such as spears, handles and baskets have a higher potential to be preserved. Test Trenching 

provides a duty of care by both the Traditional Owners and the proponents to make sure no 

sites will be destroyed by the construction activities in the area.  

 

Jagera Daran Test Trenches are approximately 1 metre wide by 6 metres long. They are 

implemented with the use of a 6 tonne excavator and the Jagera Daran Test Pitting team (1x 



 

6 
 

Project Manager, 1x Project Co-ordinator, 1x Elder, 3x Cultural Heritage officers). The 

excavator is used to remove the surface vegetation including the grass. Once the soil is 

exposed, the excavator is used to scrap each strata layer (approximately 50mm), the Test 

Pitting Team investigate after each layer is exposed. The Test Pitting team excavates each 

exposed layer by hand. Once satisfied that no cultural material/information remains on a 

layer, the excavator is utilised to remove the next thin layer of soil within the Test Trench. 

The Test Pitting team continues to excavate each strata layer by hand, until a sterile soil 

layer is reached or the Test Pitting team is satisfied that no Aboriginal Cultural Heritage layer 

exist in the trench. The Test Trench usually takes between 2-4 hours depending on what is 

located and the depth that needs to be excavated (to, sterile level).  

 

All Jagera Daran Test Trenches reserve the option to be converted to Test Pits. This option is 

exercised if the Test Trench yields cultural layers determined to be significant, so as to 

warrant it being converted to a Test Pit. The type of finds that may arise could include large 

stone artefact scatters, organic materials such as a charcoal, kill sites or various wooden and 

stone tools. A Test Trench or Test Pit may need to be extended in width or length, to enable 

a greater understanding of the geological strata and extent of cultural layer. An extension 

may include the need to negotiate timeframes, if the extension requested results in a 

variation from the original arrangements. All extensions to the Test Trench will be 

negotiated with the proponent, reasons explained for the extension and an extension 

programme agreed to by both the Proponent and Jagera Daran.  
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Geology for the area 

 

 

The stratigraphical units- (Data adapted from Whitaker, Green 1978. Regional Mapping)  

The formations of the study are from the Quaternary period (Qa), Mid Triassic (Ri), Mid 

Triassic (Rb), Devonian (DCn). 

DCn - Devonian –DCn - Neranleigh - Fernvale Bed – 359 – 299 million years ago consists of 

mudstone, shale, grey wacke, chert, jasper, basic metavolcanics, pillow lava. 

Ri Mid Triassic – Ipswich Coal Measures formed around 220-230 million years ago – Shale, 

Conglomerate, Sandstone, Coal, Siltstone, Basalt, tuff. 

Rb – Mesozoic –Mid Triassic period- Brisbane tuff- 220-225 million years ago consists of – 

Rhyolitic tuff, ignimbrite, agglomerate, conglomerate, sandstone, shale.  

Qa – Quaternary period – from present to two million years ago – consists of Flood plains, River 

terraces. 
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Cultural Landscape 
The vegetation in this landscape was varied there was the vegetation on the hills, on the creek lines, 

vegetation on the flats and the vegetation on the swamps. Native bee honey on the hills  

The landscape is diverse with creek lines and hill tops and alluvial flats with diverse vegetation  

The area would most likely have been of mix Eucalypt with varying species dominating throughout 

this landscape, such as Narrow leafed Ironbark (Eucalyptus Crebra) used for making shelters and 

spears; lemon scented Gum (Corymbia Citriodora) on the higher drier part of the ridge (native bee’s 

honey); and Gum Top Box (Eucalyptus molaccana) on the alluvial soils up from the water course. The 

rich sandy soils provided good conditions for camping and a high resource area. Hickory wattle 

(Acacia) used to make spears, boomerangs and Nulla - Nullas.  Kangaroo grass (Themeda triandra) 

can indicate an area has not been ploughed which led to the ground surface integrity of area.  Also 

kangaroo eat the grass an indicator of food resources in an area. Quinine Bush (Petalostigma 

pubescens) should be present in the sandy soils, this particular plant was used for medicinal 

purposes birthing for one. In and around the water course Swamp Box (Lophostemon suaveolens) 

bark was used for shelters, canoes and shields. The Forest Red Gum (Eucalyptus tereticornis) 

provided witcherty grub for food as well bark for making canoes and bowls. There are other species 

while not present now would have been present in the past before clearing had taken place. Of 

these plant species, the is Geebung (Dulendella) (Persoonia stadbrokensis) a small grape sized fruit 

that would have provided food, another Slug Herb (Murdannia graminea) has tube that can be 

roasted and eaten, Winter apple, (Amulla) (Eremophila debilis) small berry that grows on the ground 

make up some of all the significant parts of the diet of the original people of this land.  Numerous 

freshwater species are not present in and should be on the banks of these creeks, Matt Rush, and 

other Rushes and aquatic plants such as Harsh Ground Fern. The food plants are still a major part of 

the Aboriginal Cultural process through teaching and learning and practicing of culture and 

maintaining connection to country. The plants near the creeks such as sedges, reeds and rushes trap 

sediments and aerate the water filtering it before it flows in to the creeks and rivers. Fresh water is 

very important culturally as it is the essential element for all living organisms and our survival. 

 

Native fruits, berries, figs, and nuts, native limes, Native bee honey on the hills, reeds from the 

swamps, ground berries on the flats, ferns such as bungwall fern, bracken fern.   

There was no mass clearing of vegetation that would degrade the landscape but selective clearing 

with fire which would encourage wild life to the area to feed on new fresh grass, seeds, and berries. 
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Swamps were good resource areas they are natural filters that provide a barrier from the major 

waterways helping to keep them clean and healthy. 

Food such as crayfish, eels, turtles, flying foxes, kangaroos, wallabies, possums, koalas, bandicoots, 

all eatable birds, snakes, goannas, were available to traditional owners in abundance as a rich food 

source these areas could sustain large groups of people for long periods of time. These were very 

good places to have Bora ground.  These areas are Crucial to the ecosystem and essential to areas 

that significant traditional owners the areas are central to the good condition of the landscape for 

continued balance and existence of traditional occupation.  

 

Camps 
There were camps all over this area there are recorded camps from the early residents these camps 

would have been traditional camps but would are so many more camps that were not recorded due 

to the times and what was happen the new arrival/boat people were dangerous in their mind set 

that no other human beings would stand in there way with their weapons on hand the traditional 

owners were being moved on from the resource rich areas and forced to live in less favourable 

places known as fringe camps.  

There were camps on all along the river likely seasonal due to flooding of the river especially in the 

very wet seasons when flood would occur the flood events have been happen for thousands of year 

they are story line and song lines attached to these event. 

 

Bora ceremonial grounds  
Jagera is part of a greater bora society with our neighbours through this strong alliances were built 

over thousands of years. Kippers from other tribes would be initiated in one tribal area that had the 

greatest numbers of participants. They were taken through country and shown sites boundary 

makers good food places, lithic sources, ochre, healing plants. 

Numerous gatherings were centred around, young men initiations these young men were called 

kippers. The kippers were to be future leaders those that were chosen to be the future knowledge 

holders. They would show potential in different areas storytelling, medicine, food plants, knapping 

etc. When these kippers were ready for initiation the use of message sticks were used to send 

information to neighbouring tribes and then the use of Bullroarer from a signalling hill likely the 

biggest  making way down to the Bora ground, the Bullroarer was used to alert all that were not 

participants to stay clear of the bora area.     

Celebrations would happen for day’s even weeks to allow people to join in the celebrations of dance, 

spiritual praise and celebrations of thanks for providing of land and resources. 
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Aboriginal Society 
Aboriginal People have been trading for thousands of years with their neighbours trading shells, 

stone, spears and other weapon and tools, dances, and stories about country. 

Traditional River crossings were located along the Brisbane River at around Bulimba, around south 

bank, the mouth of Oxley Creek were there was a canoe located by early explorers/thieves who took 

the canoe, which was intended for aboriginal people use to cross the river.         

Burials  
Burials are considered precious sites they are sacred in the memory of the dead lots of earlier 

conflicts were through disrespectful behaviour towards traditional owners and the site that were 

significant hallowed ground to them no men or woman remains should be brazenly ill treated 

Fish Traps 
The inlets along the river were utilised to set up traditional fish traps people camped near to these 

sites utilising these structures areas where fish traps were placed these areas were maintained 

access and clearing to manage the area for continual use over thousands of years. 

 

Stone artefacts in the surrounding area 
There is suitable lithic source for the making of stone tools in a few location in and around the 

Bulimba Barracks. The grass covering and modification to the area has almost hidden these 

resources.  

East of the Barracks about 1.5km at Colmslie artefacts and suitable stone materials silcrete, chert 

and chalcedony were located. This is the area that is believed to be one of the burials around this 

area. 
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Areas surveyed 
Areas survey inside the HMAS Barracks include both the Disposal Area and the new access and new 

multipurpose buildings. The area marked out with white line is the Disposal area and the area 

marked out in blue is the HMAS Moreton Area that will be retained with new access road new 

buildings. 
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Figure 1 looking across to Hamilton traditional camps and fish area. 

 

Figure 2 Large fig may have been camped under as shelter. 

This area should be investigated to the age of this fig and the potential subsurface integrity that 

would exist around the base of the tree. 
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Figure 3 looking north/west toward the old candle factory at the end of Apollo Road camp ground and traditional 
crossing to Hamilton camping and fishing area. 
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Figure 4 Brisbane tuff used for the foundations of the old Candle Factory there is suggestion that there would be some 
subsurface integrity. One stone artefact was located at the other end closer to the Brisbane River. 

It is believed this area may still hold some subsurface integrity underneath the present building and 

possible at the front closer to the River. 
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Figure 5  Drain adjacent to Apollo Road looking toward one of the main camps Bulimba Hill just out of the wet, Ray 
Kerkhove and Martin Rowney inspects the drain. 

Apollo Road an old traditional path way leading down to the Brisbane River to where seasonal 

camping took place and the crossing to Hamilton Camp and good fishing ground. 

Woman would have children in these areas as a nursery ground and potentially birthing close to the 

water  
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Figure 6 Lithic Source Quartz good quality material in the area from Bulimba Hill. 
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Quartz very good material for making stone tools this material will hold a cutting edge for a long 

period of time and is used for various activities performed throughout the everyday life of the 

traditional owners. 

The materials was cut from Bulimba Hill to fill in the swamps in the area, the American army when 

they come over set base filled in the swamps. When people who don’t care or know the value of 

something as valuable a resource an integral environmental feature like a swamp, natures natural 

filtering system natural drainages helping to heal the land and is waterways.  It is likely that there 

would be wood implements preserved under the fill in the mud.  

 

 

 

Figure 7 Bulimba Hill cutting. 

Materials were taken from this hill and used to fill in the swamps and lagoons in the area. This hill 

was one of the main camp up out of the swamp. During the survey shells were located looked to be 

eroding out of the north east face of what is left of Bulimba Hill these shells were oysters, mud 

whelks.( see photo below figure 7). 
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Figure 8 possible midden shells located during survey 

Given the hill was a traditional camp it is very likely these shells are part of what may have been a 

midden discarded shell from eating the contents of the shells and put and a rubbish pile that would 

eventually break down over time. 
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Figure 9 where the shed stand now was once part of the swamps and lagoons of the area below Bulimba Hill. 

View from what is left of Bulimba Hill overlooking where the swamps once were and in the back 

ground looking over to Hamilton. 
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Figure 10 Silcrete Cobbles in the yard on Bulimba Hill material suitable for knapping. 
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Figure 11  This area is overlooking the swamp to the west. 

The area has good quality quartz a lithic source suitable for knapping and producing good quality 

stone tools. The area would have feed the swamp you can still see the creek line that would have a 

help feed the swamps. Following the road from the corner around 150m down is an area that may 

hold subsurface integrity this area should be investigated   
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HMAS proposed new access point second survey area and the new 

boat ramp 
 

 

Figure 12 Drain area that is to be removed made wider and deeper.  

Should be investigated once the concrete has been removed there is potential to locate aboriginal 

cultural heritage subsurface. 
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Figure 13 multi user facility and transit accommodation building will be constructed. 

Cotton tree in the photo would have been a regular plant that featured in this landscape, had 

multiple uses. The bark was used as a medicine wash for skin conditions, flowers are eatable, new 

shouts are eatable, leaves as plates, leaves as cover when oven cooking, seeds are eatable, the inner 

bark was used a very strong twine/rope, fishing spears, fire sticks, humpy construction.  

Was some fill in this area but it is not clear how much fill would have been needed to bring it to it 

final ground level of today.  

Not having seen the Geotechnical logs should be investigated to subsurface to the depth of bulk 

earth removal a trench 6m x 1m.  
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Figure 14 look out to the new access road down from the gatehouse. 

Looking out to unmade road Taylor Street between the two properties. 

Looking beyond the fence in to the next property is where the Bora ground was this area is still hold 

significant value for its intangible qualities of spiritual connection to country. 

 

New hard stand area and boat ramp should be investigated before construction starts proposal of a 

trench to investigate the subsurface integrity of the construction area. 
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1.0 Local Place Names 
 
1.1 Toogoolawah (Bulimba & Balmoral) 

According to Sydney May, Queensland’s Place Names official during the early 20th Century, Bulimba was 
originally called ‘Toogoolawah,’ which meant a tree bent like the shape of the crescent moon - a description 
of the river bend (QT 27 July 1948: 2). Archibald Meston offers the spelling ‘Tuoolaba’ as a closer 
approximation (Qldr 10 Oct 1903: 42). The idea that the name denotes ‘the bend of the river’ is also noted in 
The Bulimba centenary booklet of 1959 (Bulimba Electorate 1959: 6). 

However, the most commonly used interpretation for Toogoolawah is “heart” (CM 10 Dec 1935: 14). The 
Bulimba area is a block-shaped corner of relatively elevated “bundanba” sandstone, roughly heart-shaped. 
This translation may pertain to deeper meaning for the site. Place names often had several symbolic 
interpretations. If this is correct, it may refer to an organ of a Dreaming Ancestor – the landscape often being 
viewed as the head, ribs and other parts of gigantic Dreaming heroes. 

An even earlier account (1887) from Nehemiah Barley – an early resident and business man – places 
Bulimba and Toogoolawah at different parts of the river: 

Bulimba is the native or aboriginal name for the point of land on the south bank of the river which 
runs out opposite the mouth of Breakfast, or Yowoggera Creek, and it gives a name to a large 
Government parish which if it crosses the River at all does not do so next to Breakfast Creek. 
Toogoolowa is the native name for the both river banks, higher up, opposite Kingsholme and New 
Farm (Bartley 1887: 3)  

 

1.2 Bulimba & Numcarran (White Hill/ Seven Hills) 

‘Bulimba’ is believed to signify "Place of the Mudlark." (QT 27 July 1948: 2).According to most accounts, 
Bulimba was originally White’s Hill (Bulimba Electorate 1959: 6) – the name being adopted for the whole 
area from ‘Bulimba House’, because that was the first homestead here. However, Archibald Meston, who as 
Protector of Aborigines, took a special interest in place names, tells us the name "Boolimbah" was applied 
not to White’s Hill, but to the small hill between Bulimba and White's Hill, which was also known as 
"Numcarran" (Qldr 17 Aug 1901: 328). This would probably be in the region of Seven Hills. An original 
description for Bulimba was from the Brisbane River to the Logan River and out to the Moreton Bay 
Islands which is virtually the County of Stanley. This may have been an electoral boundary 

 
1.3 Tintahmpa (Colmslie) 

An early resident, Mr Smallman, recalled that the area and scrubland opposite Perrin Creek was known to 
Aboriginal people as ‘Tintahmpa’ (BC 13 July 1918: 4). This would be roughly Colmslie today. 

 

1.4 Bulimba Creek (Doboy/ Doughboy Creek) 

‘Bulimba Creek’ only officially received its name in 1888. It was named ‘Moreill Creek’ in 1839, then 
‘Doughboy (or Doboy) Creek after 1840 (Stewart 1982: 1). However,  it seems that by the late 1840s and 
into the 1860s, it became common to call the creek ‘Bulimba Creek’ – there were often references to ‘the 
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camp at Bulimba’ (presumably meaning the camp at the mouth of Bulimba Creek, which was a large base 
camp). Old Bulimba locals would still call this Doboy Creek. 

 

2.0 Environment and Land use 
 

The Bulimba area was characterised by a large number (10) of small, closely-spaced Aboriginal camps. It 
was remembered as “a camping ground for natives and before closer settlement came, hunting parties and 
corroborees were common events” (St Peter & Paul Parish, 1976: 2). Being rocky, sandy and ridged, the 
landscape offered a mosaic of vegetation and micro-environments: rainforest, open woodland with low 
undergrowth, wallum, ti-tree swamp, creeklets and many waterholes (Morningside School, Bulimba Local 
History n/d). The entire region from here to Wynnum was much valued as a hunting ground – particularly 
for swamp resources including fish, duck and other game (SM 23 June 1929: 24). The watershed of Bulimba 
Creek to the east also probably provided a range of foods (Know Your Creek c.2000). 

 

Bulimba was 
favoured for 
its agreeable 
climate in 
summer. The 
elevated 
sandstone 
caught cool 
breezes 
sweeping up 
the Bulimba 
Reach of the 
Brisbane River 
and Norman 
Creek (CM 27 
May 1950: 2) 
For instance, 
in the 1860s 
the Pine 

Rivers elder Dalaipi “wished once to go for a change to Tugulawa (Bulimba) to be with some of his friends 
for a week or so” and died there (Petrie 1904: 186). 

Dense vine forest or rainforest flourished around Bulimba Point along the banks of the river and some 
distance inland (for instance, near Bulimba House 34 Kenbury Street - Hannah 1928: 24 A). The “dense 
scrub” and alluvia is also described by early resident Mr Smallman, who states that it extended into 
Colmslie (BC 13 July 1918: 4).  

Hardwoods and honeysuckle vines are noted as being used in early buildings and gardens here, probably 
indicative of the available flora (MBC 16 Feb 1859: 3).Irvine and Baker reconstruct a floodplain of lagoons, 
sandbanks, containing vines, hoop pine, figs, palms and tree ferns (Irvine & Baker 2002: 6). They note that 

Figure 1: 1927 map showing site of Bulimba Hill (JOL 000016R) 
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old photos depict a sandy beach along Bulimba Point, devoid of today’s mangroves but apparently lined with 
rushes and reeds. They believe old blue gums at Bulimba Point are probably indicative of the pre- foreshore 
vegetation (Irvine & Baker 2002: 6-7). There was fresh water in the river near Bulimba-Newstead when 
Oxley 
arrived but 

Cunningham said it was more brackish several months later possibly owing the lack of rain. 

However, Oxley described open country with stony hills and grassy undergrowth – presumably closer to 
Balmoral, perhaps induced by Aboriginal firing (Irvine & Baker 2002: 6-7). The camp by Riding Road sat 
against a chain of fresh waterholes.  Mr T Telford recalled wallabies, kangaroos and yabbies (lobbies) 

here around 1900 (Bulimba Electorate 1959: 30). Bulimba, Colmslie and Morningside had plentiful 
bandicoots and paddymelons, said to have spread with clearing though possibly already inhabiting the 
rainforest here. The bandicoots and pademelons are recorded being hunted by Aboriginal parties in drives or 
with dogs.  

Although all the Bulimba camps seem to have been relatively small, they lay between four very large 

and important camps: Breakfast Creek (Hamilton), Bulimba Creek mouth (Gateway area), Norman 

Creek mouth (East Brisbane) and Tingalpa, thus would have witnessed much traffic to and from these 

camps.  

Tingalpa camp was important for inter-tribal corroborees (Qldr 26 Feb 1910: 8), whilst the Bulimba 
Creek mouth (Gateway) camp seems to have been regularly occupied and historically significant (CM 10 
March 1941: 9; 10 March 1941; Courier Mail p 9; Local History n/d: 22). The Norman Creek camp was 
important for intensive fishing and tournaments between different groups well into the 1860s (BC 3 Jan 
1863:2; RHSQ/ Melton c.1915: 347). 

 

 

Figure 2: swampy areas of Colmslie, 1927 map (JOL 00016R) 
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NB Diagram Below Crossing would have been across the wide part of the river as it was reported to have a 
shallow sandy bottom. Oral history tells us that whites used to ride horses across the river near Baynes 
Meatworks (Near the GatewayBridge) it was the quickest way to travel to the city from the eastern 
suburbs. 

Figure 3: Bulimba camps in relation to some major camps and pathways of the vicinity 
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Figure 4: Reconstruction of cultural landscape showing camps and other sites (in yellow) and important resources 
(green dots) 
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Hill names added includes Mens Burial Ground 
3.0 Specific Campsites 
 
3.1 Brisbane Street  

This was located on the lower (river) end of Brisbane Street (Irvine & Baker 2002:8; Local History: 22).  
The source reference to this camp seems to be the reminiscence of Arthur Manley, born 1877: “He has vivid 
memories of Aborigines and blacks camps which existed in the lower end of Brisbane Street” (Bulimba 
Electorate 1959: 16). Just north of this camp, in 1921, a “black stone tomahawk” was found 3.5 feet under 
the ground in alluvia at Bulimba Point (BC 29 Sept 1921: 4). This suggests the area was used a long time 
(stone axes are often associated with tree-climbing, and the point had a pocket of rainforest). Part of Bulimba 
Point was removed to ease the traffic of boats, thus the site probably extended further into the river than 
currently (Norm Love, pers. comm., 9 Oct 2017). (In the early days Brisbane St was one of the first Streets 
on Bulimba as it was above flood levels. 



8 
 

 

3.2 Baldwin Hill   
 
The Catholic Parish history records that “a large native 
camp existed on Baldwin’s Hill until the turn of the 
century” (St Peter & Paul 1976: 2). A source for this 
statement is not given, but presumably represents Parish 
members’ memory. Baldwin’s Hill was just below the 
south-east corner of the Bulimba Naval Barracks estate. 
It seems to have been the higher (southern) end of 
Baldwin Street, running into Bulimba Hill (see below). 
Being this close to Bulimba Hill camp, it may have 
been a sub-camp of the latter.   
 
 
3.3 Bulimba hill camp 
 
Local historian Norm Love places this north from 
today’s shopping centre, between Princess, Henderson, 
Tennyson and Johnston Streets (Norm Love, pers 

comm, (Bulimba District Historical Society)Balmoral Historical Society, June 2014).  Early resident Mrs 
Thomson recalls the camp being there when she first arrived in 1884, and some years after (CM 28 Nov 
1935:20). The Lauman family lived near the top of Bulimba Hill in the 1920’s. They described the camps 
that used to be on top of Bulimba Hill (Norm Love, per. comm., 12 Oct 2017). 
 
 

 
Bulimba Hill seems to have been the main camp in the 

area as it is repeatedly referred to, for instance in this reminiscence of Andrew Johnston: 
 

…the hill top nearby was the camping and corroboree grounds of the blacks. From the house in 
which I was born, and in my time, blacks lived there (Johnston 1972: 14). (NB Andrew was born at 
the top of Pine Street). 
 

Andrew Johnston notes that the hill carried his echo across the river to Hamilton Heights: 
 

Figure 5: 1910 map showing location of what was probably Baldwin Hill to 
the right and Bulimba Hill – 100 mark (JOL 00019) 

Figure 7: view from Bulimba Hill former camp (More like Carlton 
Hill looking west) 

Figure 6: Bulimba Hill on 1927 map (JOL 00016R) 
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3.5 Yam Bridge  
 
This camp was over Pashen Creek (Morningside 
Primary School in Bulimba Local History). It was 
said to be the “last camp” in the area (1890s? 1910s?) 
The inhabitants were thereafter removed to missions 
(Local History Bulimba: 22). 
 
 
 
3.6 Oxford Street roundabout camp  
 
Local historian Norm Love reconstructs this 
camp as including the ridge towards Bulimba State School, Wentworth Parade (Norm Love, pers comm, 
Bulimba District Historical Society, June 2014). This is also called “the camp at Oxford Street.”  The 
Crouch family recall the camp here – at the State School – persisting to 1900 (Norm Love, pers. com, 26 
Sept 2017). Irvine and Baker record a local memory of children being given “fish cooked in banana leaves” 
by Aboriginal people here (Irvine & Baker 2002: 8).  
 

 
3.7 Main Avenue camp 

 
Further south along the same ridge by Riding Road, camping also occurred on the top of Main Ave/ St Peter 
& Paul’s School area (Norm Love, pers comm, (District Historical Society, June 2014). The top of Main 
Ave is shown in some maps as being the summit of Carlton Hill. 
 
 
3.8 Johnston Street 
 
The western side of Bulimba Hill towards Johnston Street is also remembered as a camping ground (Norm 
Love per comm, 9 Oct 2017). This was probably a sub-camp of Bulimba Hill. Down below the hill there 
were more ponds in what is now Johnston Park. 
 
 
 

3.8 Hawthorne Park camp and Riding & 
Hawthorne Roads (Barton Road)  

This seems to have been two sub-camps: one 
within the current Hawthorne Park site 
(Morningside Primary School in Bulimba 
Local History) and the other at the former 
Gambetta estate (Irvine & Baker 2002: 8).  
Both areas had many waterholes and this was 
remembered as a particularly large camp. The 
sources for this were early residents Mrs 
Daniels and Arthur Manley (born 1877) – 
(Bulimba Electorate 1959: 17).  

Figure 9: view of park at mouth of Pashen Creek (now a dry drain) 

Figure 10: Hawthorne Park today 
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3.9 Apollo Street/ Apollo Candleworks  

Both C W Phillips – an early resident of Hamilton, and George Crouch – an early Bulimba resident – record 
an Aboriginal camp being “near the site of the Apollo Street Ferry (BC 30 March 1929 p 18; CM 23 Sept 
1940).  This seems to be the ‘Apollo Candleworks’ site.  

 
 
4.0 Ceremonial and burial sites 

 
4.1 Dance grounds 
 
George Crouch – a retired fisherman who was born in Wynnum – recalled seeing corroborees being held at 
what became the Brisbane Graving Dock, towards Cairncross Rocks. This is the area now just east of the 
Bulimba Barracks development (see map). This was during the 1870s. He states he would go here with 
school friends to watch the performances (CM 23 Sept 1940). Possibly the Cairncross Rocks had spiritual 
significance. 
 

4.2 Burial grounds (female) 

Mr George Crouch additionally relates his father visiting the area near here (Cairncross Paddock in 
Colmslie) – presumably during the 1850s or 1860s- and being advised it was a burial ground for women: 

… My father and his mate… used to go down Cairncross Paddock to trap finches – Redheads and 
Zephirs – and they used to go to a certain bare patch that was full of birds. Whenever the Aborigines 
saw them putting their traps there, they chased them because they said it was the Gins’ burial ground 
(Turner-Jones 1990). 

Norm Love estimates this area to be the current Colmslie Recreation Reserve/ Hockey ovals (pers comm, 9 
October 2017). It is not clear how long this burial ground was maintained. Some early Bulimba residents 
remembered it was “quite common to see a corpse bound in bark in the fork of two trees” – apparently into 
the 1870s - though no specific location is given (Johnston 1918: 311). Likewise, an Aboriginal skeleton was 
found “in an ant bed” (traditional burial material) at Bulimba in 1888. It was judged to have been interred ‘a 
long time ago’ (EN 28 Aug 1888:6), but again no precise location was given. Given Crouch’s recollections, 
it is probably both the platform burial and the earth burial were part of the women’s funerary ground at 
Colmslie, and that use of the area for this purpose continued into the 1860s-1870s. 
 

4.3 Burial grounds (male) 

A number of early residents recall a burial ground for men being in the gully behind Bulimba State School 
(between Mc Illwraith Avenue and Wentworth Parade). Some of this was still present until the American 
troops dug out the area in 1943 (Norm Love, pers comm, 26 Sept & 9 Oct 2017). There has since been a 
housing development in the gully. Two memoirs (Andrew Johnston and the Henderson family from 
Hawthorne) mention the grounds. 
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5.0 Pathways and crossings 
 
Apollo Road was evidently a pathway leading to Hawthorne Road, which itself led onto Lytton Road – the 
main track to Wynnum (see map – Figure 3). As noted earlier, the Bulimba area appears to have been an 
important half-way point between pathways to four major camps: Tingalpa, the Gateway (mouth of Bulimba 
Creek), the mouth of Norman Creek, and Breakfast Creek/ Hamilton.   

Just east of the Apollo Ferry area - Apollo Candleworks – was an important crossing point, being almost 
directly across from the Hamilton camp – an important fishing area (CM 19 Feb 1938: 18) 
This may explain the later connection of Aboriginals to ferry work here. Ltnt Fred Wheeler noticed people 
swimming across at “Cairncross” in 1861 but this might be closer to Colmslie.  

 
(http://www.members.optusnet.com.au/belmont.history/history.htm).  

Other favoured crossing points were the mouth of Norman Creek (to New Farm) and the mouth of Bulimba 
Creek (Murrarie) to Eagle Farm (Know Your Creek c.2000; Local History: 22). It would seem that Lytton 
Road and related pathways provided a regular route into Woolloongabba:  

On a number of occasions Elizabeth Evans witnessed "King Billy" and other aboriginal men carrying 
spears while walking in front of their womenfolk, in a regular trek to Woolloongabba to collect 
rations such as blankets and a dark compressed tobacco euphemistically known by white people at 
the time as "nigger twist"  

[L. Norup Oral History segment]. http://www.members.optusnet.com.au/belmont.history/history.htm 

It has also been mentioned that there was a crossing point near Baynes Brothers meatworks 
(Gateway Bridge). It was not uncommon for people to ride horses across this part of the river 
to gain access to Brisbane City . 

. 
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6.0 Towrie (hunting-gathering grounds) 
 
Just downstream from the Apollo Road Ferry lay the sandbanks of Hamilton, which were very favoured for 
fishing (Johnston 1918: 311).  The Bulimba area itself was used for large-scale hunts of bandicoots and 
paddymelons (CM 19 Feb 1938: 18). The point at Bulimba was favoured for driving wallabies (Norm Love 
pers comm, 9 Oct 2017).  
 

At least in later times, Cairncross Paddock was a good area for trapping or netting small birds such as 
finches (Turner-Jones 1990).  Lobbying (yabbying) was conducted at the waterholes, especially at 
Hawthorne Park.  

According to Jeffrey Hood, “huge areas” of Bulimba Barracks consisted of swamps and lagoons (Hood n/d: 
18). Much of this was ti-tree. Resources here would have included ti-tree bark, yabbies, ti-tree nectar (a 
drink), rushes, ducks and fish. There were three gullies or creeklets within the Barracks (Norm Love pers 
comm, 9 October 2017). Andrew Johnston recalled ‘floodgates’ on one which he felt certain was an 
Aboriginal fish trap: 

(It looked like) a sawn timber fence across a small creek, at low tide it was high and dry from river 
level….I put it down to the work of Aboriginals, as the hill top nearby was the camping… grounds…  
I always have been of the opinion, that these supposed floodgates were, in effect, an Aboriginal fish 
trap, as on each high tide the gates were partly submerged, the fish would swim over the top and 
become trapped (Johnson 1972: 14).  

This was probably near the Bulimba Hill camp, in what is now the south western part of the Barracks site. 
Aboriginal brushwood fishing weirs were common around Brisbane – being noted around Petrie, Breakfast 
Creek and Norman Creek. 

 

 

 

Figure 11: 1927 map showing swamps on Bulimba Barracks site (JOL 00016R) 
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7.0 Historic Developments 
Bulimba’s first European home was Bulimba House (finished in 1850). The Bulimba area remaining 
otherwise unpopulated by Europeans until the later 1850s and even 1870s in some parts, which seems to 
have allowed Aboriginal groups to continuing living here. In 1866 members of the “Bulimba tribe” are 
recorded coming to Brisbane for blankets (Freeman's Journal 26 May 1866: 330), which suggests the 
population remained significant here at that time. Recorded Aboriginal residents or visitors during the early 
Colonial period include: 

Jemmy Wogen (Wogan) 
Kitty 
Sally 
Darridwa/ Durandnah (female) 
King Billy 
Diamond - 1859 
Johnny Melville - 1863 
Ben 
Punch 
Alexander 
Jemmy 
Moggy Moggy 
Dalaipi 
Milbong Jemmy (Yilbung)- 1848 
Mulrobin - 1852 

 
During the later 1850s to 1860s, huts were built and land cleared near the river at Bulimba Point, and along 
Bulimba Creek. At the same time, camps of ‘boating parties’ appeared towards Wynnum which would 
eventually become towns. However, even in 1888, the white population was just a few hundred (SM 23 June 
1929: 24) 
 

7.1 Bulimba as a Dangerous Frontier (1845-1855) 

The area towards Bulimba was considered fairly dangerous in this period due to the absence of settlement 
between here and Moreton Bay, but also because there were a number of deaths and important warriors in 
this area. A timber-getter and a lime-burner were killed by Aboriginals in 1845 and 1849 near Norman Creek 
(MBC 19 Nov 1849: 2). Resistance leaders such as Mulrobin, Moggy-Moggy (Make-i-light, an associate of 
Dundalli) (FJ 4 Dec 1851: 11) and Yilbung (Milbong Jemmy) all lived and stayed in this area.  
 
Yilbung’s death involved the Bulimba area. After driving off Mr Richards from his Eagle Farm station, 
Yilbung and his group were pursued, so they crossed the river – possibly at Bulimba – to stay at ‘Bulimba 
camp’ (probably at the mouth – the current Gateway Bridge area), where he harassed hut keepers and was 
then involved in a tussle with a sawyer and bullock-driver, in which he was shot. His group decamped and 
Yilbung’s body was taken by Aboriginal boatmen back to Brisbane (MM & HR GA 2 Dec 1846: 1).  
 
A few years later (1852) another southside warrior leader, Mulrobin, died “near Doughboy (Bulimba) 
Creek” (MBC 12 June 1852: 2), and in 1859, the son-in-law of Bulimba pioneer Samuel Buckley was found 
mysteriously killed at Luggage Point (mouth of Brisbane River), his two rowing companions having 
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disappeared altogether. The deceased, Robert Collins, had worked in oystering and dugong-hunting with 
Aboriginal people between Bulimba and Moreton Bay (MBC 29 Jan 1859:2). His death was later attributed 
to deceiving some native men and assaulting the native women that were promised transport across the 
bay (Norm Love, pers.comm, 9 October 2017). 
 
When the McConnel’s mansion (Bulimba House) was built (1849-1850) it was the first white residence in 
what was considered a wild and dangerous region (Hannah 1928: 24a). For this reason it had defensive 
features: 

The louvered shutters which frame the French windows were intended, not for ornament, but as 
protection against possible attack from aborigines.  The proudly proportioned front door which also 
shares the protection of the wide verandas was undoubtedly an advantage in the old days (AWW 21 
April 1976 p 100). 

The level of fear is epitomised in the fact that the Buckley family, who lived near Bulimba House, kept dogs 
at both their front and back doors for safety against Aboriginal attack (Norm Love pers comm, 26 Sept 
2017). It is also reflected in the case of Mr Mathers, who was lost here for a week: 

A young man named Mathers residing at South Brisbane went on horseback to Toogoolawah which 
was considered to be about three miles from his home He arrived safely, but on returning lost his way 
and for more than a week wandered about vainly endeavouring to reach the settlement. He lost the 
horse and suffered greatly from hunger and thirst and dread of the aborigines with whom however he 
did not come into contact At one time he found himself on the shores of the bay near where Wynnum 
now is and almost in despair retraced his steps. Mathers eventually found his way back to Mr 
McConnel’s Residence (Bulimba House), was hospitalized and treated and returned in that 
gentleman's home (Hannah 1929: 24a). 

 

7.2 Corroborees and continuity 

Despite the incursion of settlement, many aspects of Aboriginal life seem to have remained intact for some 
decades. For example, there was a traditional corroboree and tournament in 1861 – twelve years after 
Bulimba House was begun: 

On Tuesday evening, the blacks on the south side of the river at Bulimba had a grand corroboroee 
winding up with a fight…. One of the gins engaged in the contest is reported to have been so badly 
wounded that she was not likely to recover. She had, by the way, been removed by her tribe from the 
spot (C 17 October 1861: 5). 

 

 

7.3 Boat Races and Regattas (1840s - 1870s) 

Aboriginals are known to have competed in – and often won - boat races during regattas along Bulimba 
Reach from Breakfast Creek to Kangaroo Point in the Colonial period.  In the 1874 regatta, the 11th race was 
for “Aboriginal with whaleboats.”  It ran from Lytton and had a prize of 4 pounds in rations (Tele10 Nov 
1874: 3).  
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7.4 Aboriginal Ferry workers and passengers (1870s-1890s) 

Early resident John Negus (b. 1867 in Bulimba) remembers the ferry of Apollo Road being pulled by 
Aboriginals. These workers from the camps from as far as Colmslie (CM 10 Mar 1941: 9). This must have 
been after 1885, when this operation began (Qldr 23 May 1885: 836). Alec Thomson mentions the Bulimba 
Hill camp apparently in this context (CM 28 Nov 1935: 20). George Crouch remembered a vehicular ferry - 
“a punt pulled along a wire rope by the ferryman” (CM 23 Sept 1950: 2).  Similarly, Mrs Alec Thomson 
called it “a primitive ferry … hauled from side to side by ropes” (CM 28 Nov 1935: 20). 

Beginning in 1864, the first ferry was at the river end of Oxford Street, Earlier, from Brisbane St, Mc 
Connel’s private ferry started in 1849 and the Balmoral Shire had a wharf there (Norm Love, pers comm., 
12 Oct 2017).  Another was built at Apollo Road .  It is not certain which of these wharves Aboriginal crews 
assisted at (Norm Love, pers comm, 9 Oct 2017).  

Apart from casual pay, the attraction of the work may have been partly to assist kin in crossing the river. For 
example, Captain A Wardle (who worked the ferries between here and Kangaroo Point) describes the boats 
also seeing a lot of traffic on Blanket Days (the Queen’s Birthday holiday, when Aboriginal people came 
from afar to attend the festivities and parades and receive a token blanket):  

I can remember when the blacks had their camps at Norman Creek, and on the day for the annual 
distribution of blankets to them outside the Town Hall, a host of them, with their gins and 
piccaninnies, used the ferry. They used to return across the river well satisfied with their blankets 
(CM 5 Feb 1926: 8). 

Crossing at Oxford Street gave assess to the hunting grounds of New Farm and the burial grounds of 
Teneriffe, whilst crossing at Apollo Street gave access to the main Hamilton camp.  

 

Figure 12: Bulimba in 1875 - then called 'Balmoral' - nb most of these streets were not fully developed although they are indicated. (JOL 00016E) 

 



17 
 

7.5 Crime and Poverty (1850s – 1860s) 

The influx of settlers into the Bulimba area during the 1860s seems to have caused a spike in crimes as 
Aboriginal people tried to find means of sustenance. Alexander “an Aboriginal and an old offender” was 
sentenced to 3 months’ hard labour for stealing clothes, a pipe and other items from Henry Eden, a white 
worker living in a tent by the riverside at Bulimba (BC 5 March 1866:2). Likewise, Mr Telford recalled his 
grandfather informing him that – apparently during the late 1850s and 1860s – settlers had to pack all loose 
timber away from where they were building “otherwise natives would remove it” (Bulimba Electorate 1959: 
30). 

A major, much publicised case involving Bulimba saw Jemmy charged with raping a child – who was given 
the pseudonym of ‘Mary Ann Love.’ This occurred “in the neighbourhood of Bulimba” near Buckley’s (NA 
16 March 1865:2) – i.e. close to the Brisbane Street camp, as the girls were going to Sunday School at 
Bulimba House, or possibly the Oxford roundabout. As the identity of the offender remained uncertain, 
Jemmy was not convicted. The Primitive Methodist Church built 1866 near the now Oxford St 
roundabout. 

 

7.6 Aboriginal trade in pelts (1858) 

An unusual article from 1858 describes a massive annual export of kangaroo and possum skins by 
“aborigines.” These were presumably traded in from game killed in the surrounding woodlands.  Pelts were 
brought by vessels up Norman Creek, and the writer complained of insufficient clearance in the intended 
bridge-building for the boats to pass (MBC 20 March 1858: 2). 
 
 

7.7 Aboriginal farmworkers and assistants (1850s-1880s) 

Mary McConnel is said to have employed Aboriginal women at Bulimba House 
(http://www.ianwalkley.com.au/mount_gravatt.html). It seems Aboriginal people around Bulimba were 
frequently working in and around European homes during this period, as William Johnson – an early 
resident – and his wife gave a fairly detailed account of these employees and their interactions with the 
settler families: 

The blacks in the early days were very numerous but friendly, and were very useful in assisting. 

Mrs. Johnston often bore testimony to their honesty, and said that if a child dropped a spoon 

round the place it was picked up and returned. Mrs. Johnston, however, further related that 

their services were somewhat eccentric if strenuous, and one black woman, Darridwa, insisted 

on polishing the soles of the boots entrusted to her. Jimmy Wogen, another helpful black, used 

to utter a plaintive cry "Kaiwannan, wannan," to announce his coming. He was very fond of 

"ginger beer," and in one of his indulgent moments he lay down at the fire and had his feet so 

badly burned that he was crippled. The family provided him with crutches, and with old Kitty 

and Sally he became one of the family wood collectors. On one other occasion one of the 

children went into the field when the father and boys were burning off and her clothes became 

ignited. Jimmy Wogen rushed as fast as he could to her assistance to smother the flames, and 

the father, attracted by the cries, thought Jimmy was ill-treating the child. His anger was soon 

turned to gratitude when the true state of affairs was realized (Qldr 26 Feb 1910: 8). 
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In another very similar account for the Historical Society of Queensland Journal, William Johnson adds that 
“old woman Duradnah” was employed about the house in “scrubbing the floor” and that they would pick up 
all loose grains from husking maize to keep themselves. In this same account he provides more detail on 
Jimmy Wogan, saying he had a temper and threatened Mr Fielding of Eagle Farm by throwing a nulla at 
him, but that overall, the Bulimba Aboriginals had “a friendly nature… always remembered those who had 
been kind to them… they could never do enough for the old farmers and their families” (Johnson 1918: 311). 
A 1938 account, based on Johnson’s reminiscences, adds that the local Aboriginals were “very useful in 
burning off and in gathering and husking maize” (CM 19 Feb 1938: 18). 

The statement that the local Bulimba people could ‘never do enough’ for the settlers seems accurate, as it is 
also recorded that they would freely cook and give fish to European children at the Oxford Street camp 
(Irvine & Baker 2002: 8). 

 

 
 

 
7.8 Native Police destruction of Bulimba Camps (1850s - 1861) 
 
In the 1850s, the Native Police “broke up” the Bulimba camp (RHSQ/ Melton 17 June 1920: 82). It is not 
certain if this was the Bulimba camps in general, or the major base camp at the mouth of Bulimba Creek. In 
November to 2nd December 1861, the Native Police and Brisbane Mounted Police again, under Ltnt Fred 
Wheeler, destroyed the Bulimba camp, ‘dispersed’ the inhabitants and destroyed all “implements of warfare” 
(COL Sec ID 846752 61/2974). Again it is uncertain what the exact location of this attack was, but from the 
memory of local early resident Ian Walkley, it seems to have been in the Bulimba and Cairncross (Colmslie) 
areas - http://www.ianwalkley.com.au/mount_gravatt.html 

 



19 
 

7.9 Aboriginal trainees at Apollo Candleworks (1890s) 

 

Apollo 
Candleworks 
seems to have 
been an 
occasional 
employer of 
Aboriginal 
youth during 
the 1880s – 
1900s.  Among 
others, George 
Wiseman, son 
of a Kabi 
(Sunshine 
Coast) woman 
was reported as 
being engaged 
here in 1897: 

Lucy in care of 
John Low 
Yandina 
enquiring 

whereabouts of son George Wiseman has been working at Victoria Bridge Brisbane and for candle 
maker Bulimba - half-caste 20 years old (Qld Police Gazette 1897: 258). 

 
George’s presence and the Candleworks’ use of Aboriginal youth may have related to the nearby Lytton 
Reformatory School, which was much used for training “half-caste” Aboriginal boys (Tele 25 Oct 1881: 5).  
In 1914 the Candleworks had what was known as the ‘Ti-Tree Prison’ which might have some relation to 
reformatory use, although Norm Love notes he has never found other mention of this prison (Barker 1992: 
106; Norm Love pers comm, 9 Oct 2017).  
 

7.9 Bulimba Point Aboriginal Domestics (1930s-1960s) 

In the 1930s, some three Aboriginal families lived at Bulimba Point. They conducted ironing and similar 
domestic work (Aird 2001: 31). During the 1940s to 1960s, more Aboriginal families moved into the area, 
including Joan Hendriks (during the 1940s) (Aird 2001: 31).  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 13: Apollo Candleworks marked on 1890s map (JOL 00063E) 
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