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INTRODUCTION
My full name is Sian Rebecca Keith. My qualifications include:

(a) Bachelor of Science in Archaeology from the University of

Glasgow in 1998; and

(b) Master of Science in Maritime Archaeology from the University of

Ulster in 2001.

I have over 25 years of experience as a field archaeologist in New Zealand,
Ireland, the United Kingdom, and Australia. | have been working in New

Zealand for the past sixteen years.

| have a wide range of experience as both a field and consultant
archaeologist, including site identification, assessments, interpretation,
preservation, excavation and technical report writing. | have primarily
worked within the Waikato, Bay of Plenty, and Auckland regions over the
past sixteen years and am familiar with the archaeology of these regions. |
have prepared archaeological assessments for a wide range of projects
within the Waikato Region, including: the Hamilton Section and the
Cambridge to Piarere Section of the Waikato Expressway; a GIS review of
the heritage landscape for the Coastal Marine Plan for Waikato Regional
Council; and a GIS review of SH1 from Piarere to Waiouru for Waka Kotahi
NZ Transport Agency. | have gained extensive experience in mining when

working for OceanaGold NZ Ltd at their Reefton mine (2012-2023).

| was commissioned through Kinetic Environmental in July 2020 to provide
an appraisal of the archaeological values of proposal and provide initial
advice in regard to the provisions of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act. To this end | authored a letter appraisal dated 18 September

2020.
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Code of Conduct

| confirm that | have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses
contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023. | have complied
with the code in preparing my written statement of evidence,and | will also

comply when | give oral evidence to the Commissioners.

Unless | state that | am relying on the evidence of another witness, my
evidence is within my knowledge and expertise. The data, information,
facts and assumptions | have considered in forming my opinions are set out
in my evidence below, along with the reasons for the opinions
expressed. Where relevant, | have stated why alternative interpretations
of data are not supported. | have not omitted to consider material facts
known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that | express. |
specify the material that | have relied on in support of my opinions. | have
applied any technical terminology used in my evidence according to its

generally accepted meaning among experts in my field.

Where | consider that my evidence may be incomplete or inaccurate
without some qualification, | have included such qualifications. | have
identified any knowledge gaps | am aware of, and the potential
implications of such gaps. If | consider that my opinion is not firm or
concluded because of insufficient research or data or any other reason, |
have stated this. | provide an assessment as to my level of confidence, and

the likelihood of any outcomes specified, in my conclusions.
Scope of Evidence
My evidence will address the following matters:

(a) The methodology employed and conclusions reached in my

appraisal dated 18 September 2020.

(b) Any new evidence for archaeological sites recorded in the records

of the New Zealand Archaeology Association (NZAA).

(9 Response to any matters raised in submissions.



(d) Response to the Waipa District Council’s s 42A report.
(e) Conclusions
2. SUMMARY OF APPRAISAL PROVIDED AS PART OF AEE
2.1 My appraisal included desk top research including a review of historic aerial

imagery, survey plans, maps, the NZAA database, and available on-line
literature. A site visit was undertaken where minor field testing with a

spade and hand-auger were conducted to determine soil profiles.

2.2 The desk-top analysis led to the following conclusions:

e There are no archaeological sites currently recorded within the

project footprint.

e The archaeological landscape is dominated by Maori-era
horticultural activity, namely borrow pits, garden soils, fire

features and storage pits.

e Pa sites are recorded on high ground and along the main
watercourses. The closest recorded pa to the study area is T15/19,

which is about 510m to the south-west.

e No publicly available records were found which indicate pre-1900

landuse within the subject site.

e There are no annotations of heritage interest marked on historic

survey plans.

e There are no items of historic interest visible on historic aerial

images.

e Depressions of potential archaeological interest were visible on

the LiDAR dataset, these were the focus of the field survey.

2.3 The field survey was undertaken on the 14" September 2020. Survey

conditions were optimal with short grass and good weather. One paddock
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was not surveyed due the presence of a bull, this is not considered to have

hindered the conclusions made in the appraisal.

Minor spade-cut test pitting and hand-auguring was employed to
determine the nature of the subsoil, the soils profiles, and to look for
evidence of horticultural activity. The gully edge and the anomalies noted
from the LiDAR dataset were targeted as these were considered to hold

most risk (ie to be the area most likely to contain archaeological remains).

There was no definitive evidence for archaeological activity noted. The soil
profiles tested indicate that the land is intact, and so if archaeological
activity is present, it has probably survived in good condition beneath the

topsoil.

| concluded that, despite the lack of evidence for archaeological activity,
there remains a risk of uncovering archaeology within the subject site. The
highest risk area is along the gully margin and a significant section of this

environment will be impacted.

I recommended that an archaeological authority be sought from HNZPT as
a precautionary measure. This will enable better management of
archaeological risk and prevent potentially costly time delays in having to
obtain an authority should archaeological material be encountered during

the works.

| have reviewed the records of the NZAA as of 27" February 2025. There are
no new archaeological sites recorded within or adjacent to the subject site.
| conclude therefore that the proposal currently poses the same risk of

affecting archaeological values as determined by my initial appraisal.

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS

There were no submissions that directly raised archaeological matters.



4. RESPONSE TO S 42A REPORT

4.1 The Waipa District Council S42A report planning assessment at Section

7.9.4 paragraph 220 states that:

‘... there are no outstanding issues in terms of cultural values or sites that would
prevent consent being granted. | have included conditions identified within the
CIA as part of the recommended set of consent conditions as well as a condition

referencing the need for an archaeological authority’.

4.2 There are therefore no responses required at this stage.

4.3 The Waikato Regional Council S42A report planning assessment at Section

8.1.5 states that:

‘The Applicant has confirmed that it has offered up the following condition of consent

for consideration.

‘The consent holder shall provide a copy of the approved Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga archaeological authority to the Waikato Regional Council prior to

the commencement of works.”

Taking into account the proffered condition of consent above, | consider that any
archaeological effects can be managed appropriately and that potential archaeological

effects are no more than minor’

4.4 There are therefore no responses required at this stage.
5. CONCLUSION
5.1 | confirm that | maintain my opinion that matters relating to archaeological

effects can be appropriately managed through obtaining an archaeological
authority and undertaking the works in line with the legal conditions of that

authority.
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Sian Keith

18 March 2025



