Fonterra Limited

Appendix H: Archaeological Assessment

Operation building

PATTLE DELAMORE PARTNERS LTD
Solutions for your environment

February 2020

PROPOSED WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT AT
BUXTON FARM, HAUTAPU, WAIPA:
PRELIMINARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
Prepared for Fonterra Ltd

April 2018

By
Ellen Cameron (MSc)
Zarah Burnett (MA Hons)
Rod Clough (PhD)
321 Forest Hill Rd,
Waiatarua, Auckland 0612
Telephone: (09) 8141946
Mobile 0274 850 059

www.clough.co.nz

Contents
Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 1
Project Background ......................................................................................................... 1
Methodology ................................................................................................................... 1
Historical Background ........................................................................................................ 5
Maori Settlement ............................................................................................................. 5
The New Zealand Wars ................................................................................................... 5
The Waikato Militia and Military Settlement ................................................................. 6
Later European Settlement .............................................................................................. 7
Buxton Farm ................................................................................................................... 8
Archaeological Background .............................................................................................. 17
Recorded Archaeological Sites ..................................................................................... 17
Results of Previous Archaeological Investigations ....................................................... 17
Physical Environment ....................................................................................................... 22
Geology and Geomorphology ....................................................................................... 22
Topography, Vegetation and Land use ......................................................................... 22
Historical and Recent Landscape Modification ............................................................ 22
Field Assessment ............................................................................................................... 30
Field Survey Results ..................................................................................................... 30
The Southern Hill (Preferred Site Envelope) ............................................................ 32
The Northern Hill (Alternative Site Envelope) ......................................................... 37
Discussion and Conclusions.............................................................................................. 41
Summary of Results ...................................................................................................... 41
Maori Cultural Values ................................................................................................... 41
Survey Limitations ........................................................................................................ 41
Archaeological Value and Significance ........................................................................ 42
Effects of the Proposal .................................................................................................. 42
Resource Management Act 1991 Requirements ........................................................... 45
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 Requirements ................................ 45
Conclusions ................................................................................................................... 46
Recommendations ............................................................................................................. 47
Bibliography...................................................................................................................... 48
Appendix A: Site Record Forms ....................................................................................... 50
Appendix B: Land Title Records ...................................................................................... 65

i

ii

INTRODUCTION
Project Background
Fonterra Ltd proposes the construction of a wastewater treatment plant at Buxton Farm,
Hautapu, near Cambridge, Waipa, to be referred to as the Project Area in this report (Figure
1, Figure 2). The development is to enable the implementation of the Hautapu
manufacturing site’s water and wastewater management strategy. The current wastewater
management system is based on discharge either through irrigation onto surrounding
farmland or into the Waikato River, the latter being required particularly during times of
wet weather when the farm soils can become overloaded. This method is no longer
considered feasible based on recent changes to the regulatory environment, including the
introduction of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (amended
2017), the settlement of the Waikato River claim with the Crown and the associated
introduction of the Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River (via its incorporation to the
Regional Policy Statement and Proposed Plan Change 1 to the Waikato Regional Plan).
Buxton farm covers 115.52 ha and the legal description is Lot 1 DPS 31054 SECS 29 42
Block 5 Cambridge SD. The farm site is for the most part situated on low-lying flat land
apart from an area in the central north part of the property containing ignimbrite hills. It
was in use as a dairy farm up until July 1, 2017 and still contains dairy farm infrastructure,
including farm dairy (cowshed), standoff/feed pads, dairy effluent system including DFE
storage ponds. The farm is currently operated as a cut and carry farm with wastewater
treatment as its primary purpose. Pasture is cut and carried and exported from the property
and limited drystock used to harvest any pasture unable to be mown or harvested (due to
contour, fencelines etc). The strategy going forward sees all the Fonterra farms (Bardowie,
Bruntwood and Buxton) that are the basis of the consent applications, from 1 July 2018
operated in this manner.
This report has been commissioned to identify any archaeological constraints on the future
construction of a wastewater treatment plant on the Buxton Farm property to assist in
detailed planning for the project and stakeholder consultation. It may form the basis of a
technical report in support of a resource consent application under the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). It also identifies any requirements under the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA). Recommendations are made in accordance
with statutory requirements.

Methodology
The New Zealand Archaeological Association’s (NZAA) site record database (ArchSite),
Waipa District Plan and the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (Heritage NZ) New
Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero were searched to determine whether any
archaeological sites had been recorded on or in the immediate vicinity of the property.
Literature and archaeological reports relevant to the area were consulted (see
Bibliography). Early survey plans and aerial photographs were checked for information
relating to past use of the property and archival research was carried out to establish the
history of the property.
Visual inspections of the property were conducted on 4 February and 11 April 2018. The
ground surface was examined for evidence of former occupation (in the form of shell
midden, depressions, terracing or other unusual formations within the landscape, or
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indications of 19th century European settlement remains). Exposed and disturbed soils
were examined where encountered for evidence of earlier modification, and an
understanding of the local stratigraphy. Subsurface testing with a probe and spade was
carried out on the ignimbrite hills (where the preferred and alternate site envelopes for the
wastewater plant are proposed) to determine whether buried archaeological deposits could
be identified or establish the nature of possible archaeological features. Particular attention
was paid to the spur and ridge lines and the hills (topographical features where
archaeological sites are often found to be located). Photographs were taken to record the
topography and features of interest.

Figure 1. General location map (source: Google Maps)
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Figure 2. Aerial plans of the project area in the general Cambridge area (upper) and detailed project
area (lower) (source: Waipa District Council Intramaps)
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Figure 3. Aerial photograph showing the locations of the preferred site envelope on the southern hill
(Paddock 24, red dashed outline) and alternative site envelope on the northern hill (Paddock 13, yellow
dashed outline) for the proposed wastewater treatment plant (source: Fonterra Ltd)
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
Maori Settlement
In oral tradition the Tainui canoe, captained by chief Hoturoa made its final landfall at
Kawhia some 800 years ago. The canoe had travelled around various parts of the central
North Island, including the Bay of Plenty, the Coromandel, the Manukau Heads and the
Hauraki Gulf, with some people leaving the voyage and settling in these areas (Te Ara 1).
Hoturoa is said to have made his base at Kawhia and over the years the Tainui people
expanded inland from there. This included movement into the Waikato and Maori
settlements spread throughout the region, with many concentrated along the coast to exploit
the rich resources available there. Further inland, settlements were made along navigable
waterways, such as the Waikato and Waipa Rivers and their tributaries, with numerous pa
sites identified as well as gardening and food storage sites. Intertribal conflicts occurred
periodically as a result of alliances, disputes and competition for resources. In the late 18th
century there was a major encounter near Ohaupo referred to as the battle of Hingakaka,
which saw the defeat of Ngati Toa by the Waikato tribes (Sole 2005: 137).
During the early years of the 19th century contact with European traders and missionaries
increased, one result being the introduction of muskets into Maori intertribal conflicts. In
the early years the northern tribes were the first to arm themselves in this way and gained
some advantage in battles with tribes who had not obtained such weaponry. However, by
the 1830s most tribes were more or less equally equipped and were unable to sustain the
long-term and large-scale warfare often referred to as ‘The Musket Wars’ that had occurred
over the previous two decades.

The New Zealand Wars
In the years that followed, European influence increased and conflicts between Maori and
the colonial government over the European demand for land became an ongoing issue,
resulting in open conflict by the early 1840s. Contentious land sales, and the demands of
settlers for land that was not properly secured, continued to result in conflicts and in 184546 these were centred in the north. However, confrontations between Maori and
government forces continued with skirmishes, raids and battles taking place to the south,
in the Hutt Valley and Wanganui in the late 1840s (Cowan 1955: 100-103; 143-144).
Tensions between Maori and the government continued to worsen and in 1858 resulted in
the founding of the King Movement (Kingitanga) in the Waikato. This movement aimed
to unite Maori under a single leader to strengthen their ability to oppose the loss of their
land from the growing demands of the ever-increasing number of European settlers arriving
in New Zealand (Belich 1986).
The Waikato, with its proximity to Auckland and now as the seat of the King movement,
was a concern to the government and on 11 July 1863, the governor of New Zealand, Sir
George Grey, issued an ultimatum to the chiefs of the Waikato, ordering that they pledge
allegiance to Queen Victoria or face the consequences. Without providing adequate time
for the Maori leaders to respond, on 12 July, British forces marched into the territory of the
Maori King, crossing the boundary (aukati) between the Pakeha and Maori lands and
marking the beginning of the Invasion of the Waikato (Belich 1986; New Zealand History
Website). The Waikato campaign lasted for nine months and ended with the Maori defeat
at Orakau Pa in April 1864. At this time, a new boundary (autaki) was established south of
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the Punui River, leaving the land to the north in the hands of the government (Cowan 1955:
408-410).

The Waikato Militia and Military Settlement
Just after the outbreak of hostilities in the Waikato, the government had devised a scheme
to form militia regiments that would provide a population base for military settlements in
the Waikato once the government had taken control of the area (Allen 1969:33). The
settlements were intended to prevent further unrest within the Maori population by
establishing a larger European presence in the area and to guard from further attacks from
the Kingites living to the south of the Punui River (Cowan 1955: 412). Many of the soldiers
were recruited from the gold fields of Otago and Australia with the main incentive to join
up being the provision of a 1 acre town allotment and a larger farm allotment (50 acres in
size for the lower ranks and larger ones for the officers) to each soldier after completing
three years of military service. Enlistment began in August 1863 with the men being
divided into the four Waikato regiments (Allen 1969:35). The land for the settlements was
to be confiscated from the Maori by the government and by mid-1864, military settlements
were being planned at four locations in the Waikato at Alexandra (later renamed Pirongia),
Kihikihi, Hamilton and Cambridge. The sites were chosen as defensive positions and to
overlook the Waikato and Waipa Rivers. As the settlements were intended to be selfsufficient, it was also important that the sites chosen contained enough surrounding land
suitable for farming. The strategic importance of the sites, in most cases, however,
outweighed other factors and in the case of Cambridge, its location was ultimately decided
as it guarded the head of navigation on the Waikato River (Allen 1969: 47).
The settlement at Cambridge was established in July 1864 and the site soon became the
headquarters of the 3rd Waikato Regiment. Whilst the soldiers were put to tasks of building
facilities, including two redoubts, surveyors were at work laying out the new settlement in
1 acre town allotments and larger farm allotments in the surrounding area. The town
allotments were laid out in rectangular grids situated around the two redoubts, one on each
side of the Waikato River. The farm allotments were intended to spread out from the edges
of the town but were planned to be kept as close to the town as possible for defensive
reasons. Unfortunately, the military settlement process at Cambridge did not run
particularly smoothly, as noted in the in the 29 November 1864 Edition of the Daily
Southern Cross:
‘Cambridge is laid out on both sides of the Horotiu River, about 30 miles above
Ngaruawahia, and is the headquarters of the third Waikato Regiment. There are about 600
men up here at present. The town is laid out in one-acre allotments, and the surveyors are
busy laying out the roads for the fifty-acre allotments, and yet the men of this regiment have
not got any of the acre allotments given to them, although the township has been surveyed
these last two months. It is not possible, therefore, for anyone to make improvements on his
acre. We hear that the men of the 2nd Regiment have some of their land in potatoes and other
crops, but there is nothing of the kind here.’

The town lots were eventually provided to the men, but more problems arose with the farm
allotments, the main one being an abundance of swamp land. As can be seen in the layout
plan in Figure 4, the area proposed for the farm allotments was bordered by swamps on
almost all sides. In addition, the land bordering the swamps was itself often swampy in
nature and many of the original allotments were immediately rejected, as they could not be
farmed without intensive drainage of the land, which was too costly a process for the soldier
settlers. As a result, the surveyors had to resurvey the area to find enough suitable land to
replace the rejected sections as quickly as possible. This again proved difficult and resulted
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in a rule that required any allotment that was 50% swamp or less to be accepted. In addition,
the surveyors also grouped parts of rejected lots together in an attempt to create acceptable
allotments. The result was a much less orderly layout of farm allotments than was originally
intended and land that in many cases was still only marginally usable for farming. As a
result, many of the military settlers (who were for the most part not experienced farmers)
found working their land untenable (Allen 1969:111). The situation was made worse by
the fact that many of life’s necessities could only be brought to Cambridge by river steamer,
which was expensive.
As well, the military settlers had been promised that public works projects such as road
building would be made available after they were struck of military pay, which occurred
in March 1865 (as reported in the 21 March Edition of The New Zealander). Unfortunately,
such projects did not unfold as predicted with the pay rate offered for the work being
considerably less than expected. As a result, many of the men chose to abandon farming to
find paid work elsewhere. Some of the military settlers sold their land once their three years
of service was completed, while others transferred their land and remaining service to other
parties. Overall, the military settlement scheme at Cambridge was for the most part a failure
with only a small number of the soldiers and their families remaining on their land
(Cambridge Museum Website).

Figure 4. Plan of the militia farm allotments around Cambridge with the Project Area outlined in red
(source: Allen 1969)

Later European Settlement
As noted above, the land to the east and northeast of Cambridge that was surveyed for
military farm allotments was swampy and many of the soldier settlers sold their land and
left the district. To others, the failure of the military settlement was seen as an opportunity
to make a profit and a number of Auckland businessmen took advantage of the situation by
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buying up military farm allotments and the surrounding land to create large farming estates
(Stone 2013). One such man was William Thorne Buckland, who had already been
involved in leasing land from the Maori at Taotaoroa, Karapiro, Fencourt and Tirau, an
area that was known collectively known as ‘Buckland’s Run’ (Cambridge Museum
Website). At the end of the Waikato campaign large tracts of confiscated land were now at
the disposal of the government and in 1866, Buckland purchased his leasehold at Taotaoroa
through the courts, becoming the first private purchaser of land in Cambridge. He was also
quick to buy up allotments from the military settlers to increase his landholdings
(Cambridge Museum Website).
Another Auckland businessman who was involved in buying land in the area during the
1870s was James Williamson, who purchased many of former military farm lots to the
northeast of Cambridge and some land from Buckland as well. Williamson, in collaboration
with Thomas Russell and brothers Robert and Every Maclean, formed ‘The Auckland
Agricultural Company’, which invested in major landholdings in the Waikato (Stone
2010). Just to the northeast of Cambridge the company established a large farm estate,
known as Fencourt, covering approximately 35,000 acres (Cambridge Museum Website).
The estate was managed by Every Maclean and later his son-in-law James Bailey and for
some years it operated successfully. However, as it was located partially on swampland,
the estate suffered from the ongoing expense of drainage issues and, with the additional
pressures of the economic depression of the 1880s, it became insolvent and the property
was passed to the Assets Realisation Board and the Bank of New Zealand (Stone 2010). In
1898, it was sold to the government and divided into 34 smaller farm sections, which
became known as the Fencourt Settlement (Cambridge Museum Website).

Buxton Farm
The history of European ownership of the Project Area can be traced back to the 1860s,
when parts of it were included in the land grant for the military settlement at Cambridge
described above. Figure 5 shows the original surveyed lots for the military farm allotments
(122, 123 and 124) included the Project Area. As can be seen on the plan these lot numbers
were struck out and new boundaries and lot numbers assigned (most likely as part of the
resurvey of military settlement farm allotments that were immediately rejected due to their
swampy nature). The resurvey included only the parts of these lots running along what is
now Fencourt Road to be granted as farm allotments to military settlers, specifically, Lots
307A and 304 to Andrew Dow and Lot 310 (bordering the project area to the north) to
Matthew Foulerton. Archival research has indicated that both Dow and Foulerton sold
their lots in 1867, with the land passing through various hands before being purchased by
James Williamson in 1874 and subsequently becoming part of the land holdings of the
Auckland Agricultural Company (shown in Table 1 and Table 2).
The remaining parts of the Lots 122, 123 and 124 not granted to the military settlers were
made to form part of another new Allotment, namely, Lot 305 which, along with the
swampland to the northeast (Lot 337), came under the ownership of William Thorne
Buckland by Crown Grant in 1869 (Figure 6). These lots were bought by James Williamson
in 1873 and also eventually came under the ownership of the Auckland Agricultural
Company (as the Fencourt Estate). The land ownership list for these lots is shown in Table
3. As noted previously, after the collapse of the Auckland Agricultural Company, the
government purchased the Fencourt Estate from the Assets Realisation Board of the Bank
of New Zealand. The government soon took applications from settlers to be granted
sections as Crown tenants with lease in perpetuity, with the land allotment chosen by ballot.
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With respect to the Project Area, it was located in Section 23 of the Fencourt Settlement
(Figure 7) with the successful applicant being Miss A.L. Gibbons of Te Aroha (the list of
successful applicants was printed in the 20 March 1900 edition of the New Zealand
Herald). Later subdivisions created the property as it exists today, with Lot 29 being
subdivided in 1911 (Figure 8), Lot 42 in 1946 (Figure 9) and Lot 1 DP 31054 in 1982. Lot
29, which is shown in the 1911 subdivision plan, was bought by William Craig Wallace in
1934 and transferred to T. and J. Buxton in 1973, while Lot 1 DP 31054 was transferred to
T. and J. Buxton in 1982 (Figure 10). Copies of the Land Record Titles are appended to
this report in Appendix B.
Table 1. Early land ownership of Allotment 307A and 304, Parish of Hautapu as recorded at Archives
New Zealand
Instrument

Parties

When Recorded

Where Recorded

Crown Grant

Andrew Dow

4 June 1867

Deeds Index 1F/197

Conveyance

Dow to Scott

5 August 1867

Conveyance

Scott to Clow

11 August 1869

Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives
Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ

Conveyance

Clow to Smale

19 September 1872

Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ

Mortgage

Smale to Balneavis &
ors

10 September 1873

Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ

Reconveyance

Balneavis & ors to
Smale

10 September 1874

Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ

Conveyance

Smale to Williamson

12 September 1874

Conveyance

Williamson to
Auckland Agricultural
Company

28 June 1881

Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ
Deeds Index 1F/197,
Archives NZ

Brought under the
Land Transfer Act

The Auckland
Agricultural Company
Ltd

10 November 1881

SA22/256, LINZ

Merged with
SA40/160, 16
January 1885
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Table 2. Early ownership of Allotment 310 Parish of Hautapu
Instrument

Parties

When Recorded

Where Recorded

Crown Grant

M. Foulerton

27 April 1867

Deeds Index 1F/320,
Archives NZ

Conveyance

Foulerton to Macfarlane

17 December 1867

Deeds Index 1F/320,
Archives NZ

Brought under the Land
Transfer Act

James Williamson

13 September 1874

SA8/164, LINZ

Transfer

Williamson to The
Auckland Agricultural
Company Ltd

19 July 1887

SA8/164, LINZ

Merged with SA26/83,
26 January 1882

Table 3. Early land ownership of Allotments 305 and 337, Parish of Hautapu (also Allotments 327, 328,
330, 331, 333, 334 & 336)
Instrument

Parties

When Recorded

Where Recorded

Crown Grant

William Thorne
Buckland
Buckland to Union
Bank

22 November 1869

Deeds Index 2F/52,
Archives NZ
Deeds Index 2F/52,
Archives NZ

Conveyance (140 acres
of Allotment 336)

Buckland & or to
Halley

15 March 1871

Deeds Index 2F/52,
Archives NZ

Reconveyance

Union Bank to
Buckland

16 October 1871

Deeds Index 2F/52,
Archives NZ

Mortgage

Buckland to Proude

17 October 1871

Deeds Index 2F/52,
Archives NZ

Brought under the Land
Transfer Act

James Williamson

28 February 1873

SA7/110, LINZ

Transfer

Williamson to
Auckland Agricultural
Company Ltd

19 July 1881

SA7/110, LINZ

Certificate of Title
issued

The Auckland
Agricultural Company
Ltd

26 January 1882

SA26/83, LINZ

Transfer (residue, incl.
Allots 305 & 337)

Auckland Agricultural
Company to Auckland
Agricultural Company
Bank of NZ vests land
in the Assets
Realisation Board

16 January 1885

SA26/83 & SA40/160,
LINZ

5 January 1897

SA40/160, LINZ

The Assets Realisation
Board

5 January 1897

SA82/132, LINZ

Mortgage

Transfer (residue, incl.
Allots 305 & 337)
Certificate of Title
issued
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Figure 5. Detail from HNC SO 97 I 1 survey plan of the military settlement at Cambridge with the
original lot numbers (which have been crossed out) indicated by black arrows and landowners’ names
underlined in red (source: Quickmap)
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Figure 6. HNC SO 97 A I 1 revised plan of the farm allotments at Cambridge with inset showing the details of the lots where the Project Area is situated (source:
Quickmap)
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Figure 7. 1907 NZ Map 3509, map of Waikato County showing the Fencourt Settlement with Lot 23
where the Project Area is located shown in inset (source: Sir George Grey Special Collections,
Auckland Libraries, NZ Map 3589')
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Figure 8. HN SO 16204 dated 1911 showing a subdivision of Lot 23 with the Project Area shaded in
yellow (source: Quickmap)
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Figure 9. HNC SO 33258 I 1 dated 1946 and titled ‘Seven Oaks’ Farm Settlement, which contains
section 42 which makes up the southern side of the Project Area and upper inset showing detail of a
pump house site on the property (source: Quickmaps)
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Figure 10. HN DPS 31054 subdivision plan from 1982 showing Lot 1 DP 31054, which makes up the
north-eastern corner of the Project Area (source: Quickmap)
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
Recorded Archaeological Sites
No archaeological sites have been recorded in the Project Area, with the nearest sites being
located c. 500m to the south (see Figure 11 and Table 4). The three closest sites (S15/541,
S15/542 and S15/597) are ‘borrow pits’ associated with Maori horticulture. Eleven borrow
pits have been identified on these sites through visual inspection of aerial photographs. As
they have not been inspected in the field, no further information about them is available.
In general, borrow pits, which can cover several metres in area and be up to 2m in depth,
were dug to collect sands and gravels that were present below the upper soil layers. The
extracted material was then added to the topsoil to create a ‘made soil’ for gardening
purposes.
A pa site (S14/73) is located c.1500m to the northwest of the property. This site has been
identified through visual inspection and is situated on top of an isolated low hill. It contains
a 40m x 20m enclosure with a transverse ditch at the northern end and a scarp along the
western slopes. No evidence of house sites, pits or middens have been identified, although
artefacts were reportedly found on the hill by former residents.
There is also an unconfirmed location of an eel weir reported to have been half a mile in
length to the southwest of the Project Area, but this has not been recorded as an
archaeological site. No confirmed evidence of this site has been collected to date and no
other information is available (Campbell 2012: 31).
The NZAA site records of the recorded sites are provided for reference in Appendix A of
this report.

Results of Previous Archaeological Investigations
An in-depth desk-based study of pre-European Maori archaeology in the area containing
the current Project Area was conducted as part of the archaeological assessment for the
construction of the Waikato Expressway – Tamahere to Cambridge Sections (Campbell
2012). One of the areas of focus for the study was a detailed analysis of soil types associated
with Maori horticulture and related archaeological site types with particular emphasis on
‘made soils’.
The underlying geology of the area (which will be discussed in more detail in a later
section) is known as the Hinuera Formation, which is made up of volcanogenic alluvial
deposits. The soil patterns on the Hinuera Formation mimic the earlier alluvial depositional
activity with the more well-drained Horotiu soils found on slightly raised ancient channel
and bar deposits and the lower-lying and more poorly drained soils (Te Kowhai, Ngaroto
and Matangi) on ancient floodplains. The soils between these two extremes, i.e. Bruntwood
and Silverdale, have moderate to well drained upper and poorly drained lower horizons
(Lowe 2010).
With respect to the soil types identified on the Project Area, three types are present (shown
in Figure 12):
Horotiu sandy loams 48a: These are the main soil types on which pre-European Garden
sites are recorded. To the south of the Project Area, this soil type has been found to contain
very large ‘borrow pits’ from which the sand and gravel were removed and added to the
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topsoils to create distinctive garden soils. It is also noted that these borrow pits survive in
large numbers across the landscape (Campbell 2012:12).
Horotiu-Te Kowhai complex 48b: these soils are basically the sandy loam described above,
that were formerly swampy which have been subsequently drained for modern agriculture.
These soils would not have been suitable for kumara cultivation but may have been used
for growing taro. The swampy areas would also have been used to collect natural resources,
both plant and animal (ibid.).
Ohaupo 59 soils: are immature yellow brown loams derived from Mairoa ash found on the
low hills forming the edge of the Waikato Basin. They are well drained and could
potentially have been used for Maori gardening but may have been more suitable for
constructing kumara storage pits, as these are more likely to have been located on higher
ground (Campbell 2012:18).
The soil map in Figure 13 shows soil types in the Project Area in more detail. This map
also indicates the presence of Bruntwood series soils on the north-eastern part of the Project
Area. Bruntwood soils are yellow brown loams similar to Horotiu soils but usually situated
at lower elevations with less well drained subsoils. The presence of these soil indicates the
former swampy nature of the north-eastern part of the Project Area. As well, the “unnamed
hill soils” shown on the detailed map are considered to be an extension southward of the
Ohaupo 59 soils shown on the soil map in Figure 12.
As noted in Campbell 2012, the presence of a soil type does not necessarily indicate the
presence of an archaeological site, but the former can be used as an indicator within the
broader archaeological landscape to predict the likelihood of site distribution. The plan
shown in Figure 12 shows the distribution of archaeological sites and soil types around and
within the Project Area. As can be seen, the soil type on the southern part of the Project
Area is the same as that of the borrow pits, described above, i.e. Horotiu sandy loams 48A.
As such, there is potential for borrow pits to be present at Buxton Farm, although they
would not necessarily be detected from visual scans, as modern agricultural practices often
result in the pits being filled in, obscuring any surface evidence. There is also the possibility
that ‘made soils’ for gardening may be present, as it has also been noted that the material
extracted from borrow pits was rarely transported over any significant distance with most
being located within 100m of the usage area (Campbell 2012: 16).
The north-eastern and low-lying central parts of the Project Area were formerly low-lying
swampland that was drained for modern agricultural uses. As noted previously, land of this
sort could have been exploited by Maori for the collection of both plant and animal
resources. It should be kept in mind, however, that although much less common than on
Horotiu soils, gardening soils have also been identified on Bruntwood and Te Kowhai soil
types (Campbell 2012:16). The soils of the hill located in the central part of the Project
Area are most likely Ohaupo 59 series. As noted above, there is limited potential for Maori
use of such soils, most likely for kumara storage pits.
Based upon the above information, there is potential for the Project Area to contain
archaeological sites associated with Maori horticulture, however, surface evidence would
most likely have been obscured through decades of agricultural usage and in the case of
the hill, activities associated with quarrying, tree planting/ removal and other uses.

April 2018

Buxton Farm, Hautapu Waipa - Archaeological Assessment

18

Figure 11. Map showing the recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity of the Project Area with the
estimated location of the reported eel weir marked by a black oval (source: NZAA ArchSite; Campbell
2012)

Table 4. Brief description of the archaeological sites in the general vicinity of the Project Area
NZAA #

Site
Type

Description

NZTM
Easting

NZTM
Northing

S14/73

Pa

A 40 x 20m enclosure located on a low, isolated
hilltop near the mouth of a valley. Contains a
transverse ditch (c. 1 m maximum deep and 23m wide) at the northern end and scarp along
western slopes. No evidence of house sites, pits
or middens/ artefacts reportedly found by former
residents.

1819572

5809709

S15/541

Borrow
Pits

6 borrow pits identified in an area covering 160
x 100m. Identified from 1943 aerial photograph
only. Current status unknown.

1818648

5806339

S15/542

Borrow
Pits

4 borrow pits identified in an area covering 120
x 50m. Identified from 1943 aerial photograph
only. Current status unknown.

1818096

5806415

S15/597

Borrow
Pit

Single borrow pit. Identified from 1943 aerial
photograph and current status unknown.

1818366

5806031

No Ref

Eel Weir

Referred to in Campbell 2012

N/A

N/A
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Figure 12. Map showing soil types and distribution of archaeological sites in the general vicinity of the
Project Area, which is outlined in red (adapted from Campbell 2012)
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Figure 13. Detailed soil map of Buxton Farm (source: New Zealand Dairy Research Institute- provided
by Fonterra Ltd)
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PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Geology and Geomorphology
The geology of the Waipa region consists predominantly of volcanic material, including
tephra. The geology of the region has been impacted by volcanic events, such as eruptions
coming from the Taupo region, depositing large volumes of alluvial material (Waipa
District Council 2008). Volcanic features can be found across the Waipa region, an
example being Pirongia Mountain, a basaltic-andesite volcanic cone. Along with volcanic
events, the region has been shaped by flooding events from the Waikato and Waipa rivers,
carving out channels that can be found near the rivers.
The Project Area is situated on volcanogenic alluvium consisting of silt , sand and gravel
(the Hinuera Formation) deposited by the ancient migrations of the ancient Waipa and
Waikato River systems over the past c.100,000 years with deposits up to 60m thick (Figure
14). These ancient alluvial deposits swept around an even older pre-existing hilly
landscape, partially burying it and creating a mostly flat alluvial surface with only remnants
of the older hills protruding in places (Lowe 2010). The last depositional episode was
between 22,00 and 17,00 years ago and the deposits above the surface consist of numerous
thin tephra layers (ibid.).
The hills in the Project Area represent the older hill remnants described above. The typical
stratigraphic sequence seen in drill holes in hills such as these is a top layer of silt deposits
of post-Hamilton-Ash, which extends to a depth of around 50cm below the surface. Below
this, 1-3m deposits of Hamilton Ash (red brown clayey weathered tephra beds) occur
overlying several metres of alluvial clays. These overlie very old tephra beds (Kauroa Ash
Formation) with cream coloured ignimbrite (a pumice dominated rock resulting from
pyroclastic flows during volcanic eruptions) extending down c.10-20m (Lowe 2010).

Topography, Vegetation and Land use
The topography of the Project Area is predominantly flat apart from two hills ranging from
80m to 150m asl, which extend into the property near its north-western corner (Figure 15).
Much of the flat land on the property was formerly swamp, or at least waterlogged for part
of the year, prior to European agricultural activities. Currently the land is in use as a dairy
farm. The farm is divided into paddocks and contains farm-associated structures and
features, including a dairy shed and effluent ponds and pump house site. There is also a
residential structure in the southeast corner of the site.
The two hills on the property are partially covered by trees (the southernmost hill more so)
and are being used for grazing cattle. The remainder of the farm paddocks are grass covered
apart from shelter belts. A row of mature trees runs alongside the driveway entrance leading
from Fencourt Road to the site office and pump house. The farm paddocks have also been
fitted with irrigation systems associated with farm wastewater management.

Historical and Recent Landscape Modification
Early plans show that the Project Area was part of the Fencourt Estate in the mid to late
19th century. There is, however, no evidence that any major improvement works were
undertaken on the property during this period and the earliest plans showing structures and
what may be stockyards on the property is dated to 1911 (shown in Figure 8). A later aerial
photograph from 1939 (Figure 16) shows a house, outbuildings and small paddocks with
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planted sheltered belts in the same general area as shown on the 1911 plan. The 1939 aerial
also shows that other parts of the property have been divided into paddocks, although
swampy /waterlogged areas can still be seen in places. A much later aerial photograph from
1979 (Figure 17) shows that the property remained in use for farming, with some of the
paddocks in the vicinity of the hills showing evidence of ploughed fields, which may have
been used for growing maize. Alterations to the landscape during the 20th century would
have resulted from ongoing drainage activities, which including digging of drainage ditches
along the perimeter of paddocks, hump and hollow drainage carried out within the
paddocks in the northeast and northwest parts of the property1 and use of Novaflow
drainage (i.e. plastic pipes installed to direct water down a trench to outlet pipes).
More recently, during the 1990s, irrigation systems were installed on the farm as part of
the waste management strategy for dairy effluent. A pod irrigation system was installed in
the northeast and northwest parts of the property, which included the paddocks containing
the hills (where the two proposed site envelopes are located). This system, which is still in
use, uses plastic pipes and sprinklers, the latter of which are set into a plastic container or
‘pod’. The pod system pipes run along the ground surface with the only major excavations
being at the pod sites, which are typically spaced at approximately 15m intervals along the
line.
The remainder of the Project Area has a lattice irrigation system installed. Unlike the pod
system described above, the lattice network involves digging trenches for underground
installation of a pipe networks. The depth of the trenches can be up to 60cm and the
pipelines are generally spaced 17-20m apart.
As can be seen in Figure 18, the hills have also been modified through vegetation clearance
and planting over the years. This includes clearance of mature trees, which would have
affected the upper levels of the soil (as seen on the northern hill in Figure 19) and by
quarrying of the southern hill, also shown in Figure 19.

‘Hump and Hollowing is a land development technique used in situations where vertical drainage through
the soil structure is impeded by the soils low permeability or iron pan formations. The objective is to improve
the soil drainage and structure by removing the low permeability solids, breaking through to the iron pan,
and mixing and overlying soils with sand and gravel. A uniform surface is created with the hollows serving
as a drainage path’ (Brown 2004: 2).
1
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Figure 14. Map showing the modern landscape features in the central and southern part of the
Hamilton Basin with approximate location of the Project Area shown by arrow (source: Lowe 2010
after McCraw 2002)
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Figure 15. Aerial photographs with contours superimposed, showing the group of low-lying hills
extending into the Project Area, which is outlined in red; with details of the southernmost hill in lower
inset (source: Waipa District Council Intramaps)
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Figure 16. 1939 aerial photograph (Crown 107 L 13) with the boundaries of the Project Area outlined
in yellow and the hills shaded green. The house in the south-eastern part of the property is indicated
by the black arrow and stream to the northeast outlined in blue (sourced from http://retrolens.nz and
licensed by LINZ CC-BY 3.0)
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Figure 17. 1979 aerial photograph (Crown 5479 H 29) with the boundary of the Project Area outlined
in yellow and hills shaded in green, with the now channelized stream to the northeast indicated by
black arrow (sourced from http://retrolens.nz and licensed by LINZ CC-BY 3.0)
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Figure 18. Aerial photographs, from left to right from 1943, 1979 and 2017 showing group of low hills (outlined by yellow dotted line) with southern hill indicated by
white arrows and northern hill by blue arrows, and northern property boundary indicated by the red lines (1943 and 1979 aerial photographs sourced from
http://retrolens.nz and licensed by LINZ CC-BY 3.0 and 2017 aerial photograph from Google Earth)
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Figure 19. Upper detail from aerial photograph Crown 5945 A 1dated 1981 showing northern hill after
tree clearance and cut tracks and early quarrying activities on the southern hill, with lower inset from
2016 showing the results of more recent quarrying activities on the southern hill (upper sourced from
http://retrolens.nz and licensed by LINZ CC-BY 3.0 and lower source: Google Earth)
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FIELD ASSESSMENT
Field Survey Results
Two field surveys were conducted for this assessment. The surveys focussed on the two
proposed site envelopes, with the first survey covering the southern hill (in Paddock 24)
and the second on the northern hill (in Paddock 13). The hills were walked over, visually
scanned and probing and spade tests (25 x 25cm) were undertaken, with locations for the
latter recorded by handheld GPS. The paddocks in the remainder of the property were
visually scanned, but not surveyed in depth.
In general, the paddocks running along the north-eastern to south-eastern end of the Project
Area were observed to be low lying and the ground appeared uneven, which appeared to
be the result of a combination of the older hump and hollow drainage trenches, modern
irrigation installation and stock movement. The paddocks in the central part of the farm are
also flat and irrigation works were noted in some areas. Photographs are shown in Figure
20 and Figure 21.

Figure 20. View towards the eastern side of the Project Area showing the flat low-lying former
swampland
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Figure 21. Upper photograph showing view of the paddocks along the northern boundary running
from the hills towards Fencourt Road (looking west); and lower photograph showing paddocks in the
central part of the farm (looking southwest)
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The Southern Hill (Preferred Site Envelope)
The first field survey was undertaken on 4 February 2018 and included the southern hill in
Paddock 24. The hill was found to be covered by quite a few exotic trees (Figure 22), with
a number of eucalypts and black wattle noted. There were also some native species and
some patches of scrubby vegetation and high grass, especially in areas that had been cleared
previously on tracks cut into the hillside (Figure 23) and along the ridgeline leading up to
the summit, where a large water tank had been installed (Figure 24). It was also noted that
a pod irrigation system was in use on some parts of the hill (Figure 25) .
The area impacted by quarrying activities is shown in Figure 26 and Figure 27. As the
quarrying activities would have destroyed any archaeological features or deposits, no
further survey was conducted in the footprint of the quarried-out area. Probing was
conducted at various locations on the remaining parts of the hill, with the base and lower
slopes found to be covered by loosely compacted soils with much more compacted soil
close to the surface up the slopes and at the top of the hill near the quarried area (in some
cases too compacted to be probed to any depth). The northern hillsides and summit (near
the water tank) were able to be probed, with a generally uniformly compacted profile noted.
Three spade tests were undertaken on the hill (Figure 28). The first, TP1 was located in the
northwest at the base of a grassy slope leading up to the summit at coordinates E1818988
N5807681 +- 5m. TP1 was dug to a depth of 27cm. A dark greyish brown, slightly sandy,
silt topsoil was encountered between 0-08cm below surface (bs), overlying a light greyish
brown silt with light grey sand from 08-22cm (bs). From 22cm to 27cm (bs) and continuing
below the bottom of the test pit, a mottled light grey, medium greyish brown and orangey
brown sand and silt layer was encountered.
TP2 was located on top of the hill near the southern quarried edge at coordinates E1819117
N5807584 +-3m. A very thin, medium to dark brown, sandy loam topsoil with high organic
content of decaying vegetation ran from 0-03cm (bs). This was situated directly on top of
a decomposing, mottled sandy silt layer with gravel inclusions 03-26cm (bottom of test
pit).
TP3 was conducted at the summit of the hill at its northern end at coordinates E1819082
N5807650 + - 3m. Again, a very thin topsoil was encountered from 0-05cm (bs). The
topsoil consisted of a medium brown silty, sand with thick grass roots. From 05-10cm (bs)
a very light greyish brown silt subsoil was present which blended into a very light
yellowish-brown silt from 10-19cm (bs).
No archaeological deposits or features were identified during the survey, however, the
previous impacts to the surviving parts of the hill in the form of water tank installation,
cutting of access tracks, tree planting and activities associated with quarrying would have
destroyed any surface indicators of archaeological features and deposits, making it difficult
or impossible to determine the presence or absence of archaeological sites, prior to topsoil
stripping.
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Figure 22. View of the southern hill with current tree cover (looking east)

Figure 23. View of a cut track along the southeast facing side of the hill (looking north)
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Figure 24. View of the water tank on the summit of the hill with cleared track leading to it (looking
north)

Figure 25. View of the pod irrigation system on the southern hill (looking south)
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Figure 26. Photograph looking north towards the quarried hill face

Figure 27. View of the area proposed for the wastewater treatment plant at the base of the quarried
hill face (looking northeast)
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Figure 28. Aerial photograph showing the locations of the three test pits (source: Google Earth) and
photographs showing details of the excavated test pits
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The Northern Hill (Alternative Site Envelope)
The second survey of the northern hill in Paddock 13 was conducted on 11 April 2018. The
hill runs into the Project Area from a higher point to the north with a low knoll extending
further south towards the southern hill (Figure 29, Figure 30). The knoll was grass covered
at the time of the survey and pod irrigation was in use (Figure 31). The hill along the
northern boundary was for the most part grass covered, although the hillside running down
to the east had some trees growing (Figure 32) and remnants of a Hawthorn hedge were
observed along the northern boundary fence. The ground on both the hill and knoll was
observed to contain irregular depressions. Probing of the flattened top line of the knoll and
along the flat part of the hill along the northern boundary was conducted to determine if
any patterns in the layout of the depressions (which could indicate the presence of
archaeological features such as storage pits) could be identified, but the depressions
appeared to be quite irregular. As the area was formerly tree covered, it is considered that
the depressions noticed were most likely the locations of former trees.
Four test pits were undertaken to observe the upper layers of the soil (Figure 33). Test Pit
1 was located on the highest point of the hill near the northern boundary at coordinates
E1819079 N5808015 +- 3m. The ground was covered by thick pasture grass and the
topsoil, which ran from 0-10cm (bs) was a medium brown silt with grass roots. Below the
topsoil a light greyish yellowy brown silt subsoil was present from 10-34cm (bs), at which
point the test pit was stopped. The subsoil was also very slightly clayey with very small
hard red nodules and very small black pebbles.
Test Pit 2 was located to the east of Test Pit 1 and slightly down the hillside on a flattish
area at coordinates E1819096 N 5808040 +- 3m. The ground was covered by pasture grass
and the soil profile was similar to that of TP1, although the soil was less compacted and
had a higher moisture content. The topsoil in TP 2 was a dark brown silt loam from 0-10cm
(bs). Below this a light greyish brown silt subsoil was encountered from 10-30cm (bs), at
which the test pit was stopped. The subsoil contained similar red nodules as seen in Test
Pit 1.
Test Pit 3 was located in the vicinity of one of the irrigation pods on top of the knoll near
the base of the hillside running up to the northern boundary of the Project Area at
coordinates E1819064 N 5807989+- 3m. The soil profile in this test pit had been disturbed
by the insertion and operation of the irrigation pod and showed no distinguishable topsoil,
but instead contained a uniform dark brown loam deposit from 0-30cm (bs), which
gradually became mixed with a light greyish brown silty clay 30-40cm (bs), with a light
greyish brown clay from 40-45cm bs, where the test pit was stopped.
Test Pit 4 was located on the flat paddock just to the south of the knoll at coordinates
E1819120 N5807798 +- 3m. The soil profile showed a thin dark brown loam topsoil from
0-06cm (bs) over a light greyish brown silt from 06-26cm (bs). From 26-30cm (bs), where
the test pit was stopped, a light yellowish, sandy silt was encountered.
No archaeological deposits or features were identified during the survey, however, the
previous impacts to the hill, especially tree clearance and stock movements, would have
likely destroyed any surface indicators of archaeological features and deposits, making it
difficult or impossible to determine the presence or absence of archaeological sites, prior
to topsoil stripping.
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Figure 29. Photograph looking north with hill at the northern boundary of the Project Area and knoll
running from it to the south indicated

Figure 30. photograph taken standing on top of the knoll looking north towards the hill
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Figure 31. View of pod irrigation on the knoll area indicated by arrows; areas around the pod were
found to be water saturated

Figure 32. View of the eastern side of the hill with trees on hillside and at base of hill indicated by
arrows
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Figure 33. Aerial photograph (centre) with test pit locations indicated and details of test pits in
photographs (source: Google Earth)
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary of Results
No archaeological sites have been previously recorded in the Project Area and no new sites
were identified during the survey for this assessment. The Project Area is for the most part
made up of flat low-lying paddocks (which were either swamp or seasonally inundated
land before modern agricultural intervention). The only raised areas consist of ignimbrite
hills which extend into the Project Area from the north and are located in Paddocks 13 and
24. The hills, which were located between an area suitable for gardening activities and a
wetland rich in natural resources, are considered to have the potential to contain
archaeological remains, such as crop storage pits or seasonally occupied sites associated
with resource procurement. It is noted that although no evidence of archaeological deposits
or features were identified during the survey, impacts from farming activities (including
quarrying and tree planting and removal) and the installation and operation of the irrigation
system would have obscured any surface evidence of archaeological sites and the
possibility of archaeological remains still surviving at deeper levels cannot be discounted.
The soil types present, along with the likely presence of archaeological sites (specifically,
borrow pits) to the south, suggest that the southwestern part the Project Area contained an
environment compatible with Maori gardening activities, although surface evidence would
have been obscured by impacts from agricultural activities that have occurred over many
decades. In contrast, the north-eastern part of the property was formerly swamp, and
although not an attractive area for gardening or settlement, it could have been exploited by
Maori for its natural resources, both plant and animal. As such, archaeological deposits and
features would not be expected, but the presence of isolated artefact finds within the swamp
area cannot be excluded.

Maori Cultural Values
This is an assessment of archaeological values and does not include an assessment of Maori
cultural values. Such assessments should only be made by the tangata whenua. Maori
cultural concerns may encompass a wider range of values than those associated with
archaeological sites. The historical association of the Project Area with the tangata whenua
is evident from the recorded sites in the general area, traditional histories and known Maori
place names.

Survey Limitations
It should be noted that archaeological survey techniques (based on visual inspection and
minor sub-surface testing) cannot necessarily identify all sub-surface archaeological
features or detect wahi tapu and other sites of traditional significance to Maori, especially
where these have no physical remains.
The survey was conducted on a farm that has had various impacts over the years from
agricultural usage. It is noted that such activities can obscure or destroy surface evidence
of archaeological remains and features that may still be present at deeper levels.
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Archaeological Value and Significance
The Project Area has no known archaeological value or significance as no archaeological
sites have been were identified within it. However, it is possible that unidentified
subsurface archaeological remains relating to Maori horticulture or temporary settlement
are present.
The archaeological value of sites relates mainly to their information potential, that is, the
extent to which they can provide evidence relating to local, regional and national history
through the use of archaeological investigation techniques, and the research questions to
which the site could contribute. The surviving extent, complexity and condition of sites are
the main factors in their ability to provide information through archaeological
investigation. For example, generally pa are more complex sites and have higher
information potential than small midden (unless of early date). Archaeological value also
includes contextual (heritage landscape) value. Archaeological sites may have other
historic heritage values including historical, architectural, technological, cultural, aesthetic,
scientific, social, spiritual, traditional and amenity values.

Effects of the Proposal
The proposed wastewater treatment plant is currently in an early stage of development, and
the report and discussion of potential effects presented here will require updating once the
plans have been finalised. Two layout schemes have been proposed for the preferred site
on the southern hill in Paddock 24 (Figure 34). As can be seen in the plans, the impacts to
the hill are likely to be quite extensive. Although the proposed works would not affect any
known sites, the possibility that they might impact on unrecorded subsurface remains
cannot be excluded. The layout of the plant in the alternative site has not been prepared,
but it would be similar to that proposed on the southern hill and the potential impacts would
also be similar. It is noted that based on geotechnical site constraints only the ignimbrite
hills are suitable for construction of the wastewater treatment plant and if the project
proceeds one of the two site envelopes presented in this report must be chosen. If
associated/ ancillary works are proposed in other parts of the Project Area in future, they
will also require assessment.
In any area where archaeological sites have been recorded in the general vicinity it is
possible that unrecorded subsurface remains may be exposed during development. It is
considered possible that unrecorded subsurface archaeological sites may be exposed during
development in both the preferred and alternative site envelopes that could not be detected
during the survey, as surface remains would have been affected by farming activities, and
by tree planting and removal. The areas of specific archaeological interest are the flattened
areas on the hilltops and knoll, which may contain archaeological remains associated with
Maori horticulture in the form of storage pits or as temporary seasonally occupied sites
associated with resource collection in the adjacent wetlands. The areas are shown in Figure
35. It is therefore recommended that an Authority is applied for prior to the start of
earthworks so that potential delays can be avoided should sites be exposed. If unidentified
archaeological remains are exposed during development in these areas, they are unlikely
to be extensive due to damage from previous activities. The potential adverse effects are
therefore considered to be minor and could be appropriately mitigated through
archaeological monitoring and the recovery of archaeological information relating to the
history of the area. Once earthworks plans have been prepared, they will be included in the
updated version of this report and the specific area to be monitored by an archaeologist will
also be provided based on the earthworks plans.
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Figure 34. Upper plan showing proposed lagoon layout and lower aerial showing preferred location
for the treatment plant (source: PDP)
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Figure 35. Upper aerial with contours showing the Project Area and lower aerial showing detail with
areas considered most likely to contain archaeological remains shaded in yellow (source: Waipa
District Intramaps)
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Resource Management Act 1991 Requirements
Section 6 of the RMA recognises as matters of national importance: ‘the relationship of
Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu,
and other taonga’ (S6(e)); and ‘the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development’ (S6(f)).
All persons exercising functions and powers under the RMA are required under Section 6
to recognise and provide for these matters of national importance when ‘managing the use,
development and protection of natural and physical resources’. There is a duty to avoid,
remedy, or mitigate any adverse effects on the environment arising from an activity (S17),
including historic heritage.
Historic heritage is defined (S2) as ‘those natural and physical resources that contribute to
an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, deriving from
any of the following qualities: (i) archaeological; (ii) architectural; (iii) cultural; (iv)
historic; (v) scientific; (vi) technological’. Historic heritage includes: ‘(i) historic sites,
structures, places, and areas; (ii) archaeological sites; (iii) sites of significance to Maori,
including wahi tapu; (iv) surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources’.
Regional, district and local plans contain sections that help to identify, protect and manage
archaeological and other heritage sites. The plans are prepared under the rules of the RMA.
The Waipa District Plan and Waikato Regional Plan are relevant to the proposed activity.
This assessment has established that the proposed activity will not affect any known
archaeological remains but has the potential to affect unidentified subsurface
archaeological remains that may be exposed during development. If resource consent is
granted, conditions would be recommended requiring archaeological monitoring of surface
stripping in selected areas as shown by the yellow shaded areas in Figure 35 (note that the
areas can only be confirmed once earthworks plans are available). It is also recommended
that an advice note regarding the provisions of the HNZPTA is included, as an Authority
under that Act will be required for any modification and investigation of archaeological
remains.

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014
Requirements
In addition to any requirements under the RMA, the HNZPTA protects all archaeological
sites whether recorded or not, and they may not be damaged or destroyed unless an
Authority to modify an archaeological site has been issued by Heritage NZ (Section 42).
An archaeological site is defined by the HNZPTA Section 6 as follows:
‘archaeological site means, subject to section 42(3)2, –
(a) any place in New Zealand, including any building or structure (or part of a
building or structure) that –
(i) was associated with human activity that occurred before 1900 or is the site of
the wreck of any vessel where the wreck occurred before 1900; and

2

Under Section 42(3) an Authority is not required to permit work on a pre-1900 building unless the
building is to be demolished.
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(ii) provides or may provide, through investigation by archaeological methods,
evidence relating to the history of New Zealand; and
(b) includes a site for which a declaration is made under section 43(1)3’
Authorities to modify archaeological sites can be applied for either in respect to
archaeological sites within a specified area of land (Section 44(a)), or to modify a specific
archaeological site where the effects will be no more than minor (Section 44(b)), or for the
purpose of conducting a scientific investigation (Section 44(c)). Applications that relate to
sites of Maori interest require consultation with (and in the case of scientific investigations
the consent of) the appropriate iwi or hapu and are subject to the recommendations of the
Maori Heritage Council of Heritage NZ. In addition, an application may be made to carry
out an exploratory investigation of any site or locality under Section 56, to confirm the
presence, extent and nature of a site or suspected site.
While no known archaeological sites will be affected by the proposed works, it is
considered possible that unidentified subsurface archaeological remains may be exposed
during development, particularly in the yellow shaded areas in Figure 35.
To avoid any delays should unidentified subsurface features be exposed by the proposed
works, consideration could be given to applying for an authority under Section 44(a) of the
HNZPTA to cover all works undertaken for this project, as a precaution. This should be
obtained before any earthworks are carried out. The conditions of the authority are likely
to include archaeological monitoring of preliminary earthworks, and procedures for
recording any archaeological evidence before it is modified or destroyed. This approach
would have the advantage of allowing any archaeology uncovered during the development
of the property to be dealt with immediately, avoiding delays while an Authority is applied
for and processed.

Conclusions
The Project Area does not contain any recorded archaeological sites and no new sites were
identified during this assessment. However, impacts from farming activities, tree planting
and removal and quarrying have affected any surface evidence of archaeological sites on
the two hills and the possibility of archaeological remains relating to Maori horticulture or
temporary seasonal settlement still surviving at deeper levels cannot be discounted.
Overall, it is considered that any adverse effects on archaeology in the two proposed site
envelopes are likely to be minor, due to previous modifications from farming and other
activities. It is considered that if subsurface archaeological remains are identified during
development, they are unlikely to be extensive and the effects could be appropriately
mitigated through the recovery of archaeological information relating to the history of the
area. This would require an Authority from Heritage New Zealand.

3

Under Section 43(1) a place post-dating 1900 (including the site of a wreck that occurred after 1900) that
could provide ‘significant evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand’ can be
declared by Heritage NZ to be an archaeological site.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
• There should be no major constraints on the proposed development on archaeological
grounds, as no known sites will be affected, and the possibility that archaeological
remains may be present can be mitigated through the provisions of the HNZPTA.
• Because it is considered possible that that subsurface archaeological features will be
exposed during development in both of the proposed site envelopes, once the final
development plans (including earthworks) have been prepared, an Authority should
be applied for under Section 44(a) of the HNZPTA as a precaution prior to the start
of earthworks. This would establish appropriate procedures for the management of
any archaeological remains discovered, reducing the potential for delays during the
development process.
• Preliminary earthworks in the area/s highlighted in Figure 35 should be monitored
by an archaeologist to establish whether any sites are present.
• If no authority has been obtained and subsurface archaeological evidence should be
unearthed during earthworks (e.g. intact shell midden, hangi, storage or borrow pits
relating to Maori occupation), work should cease in the immediate vicinity of the
remains and Heritage NZ and the Council should be notified. An Authority must be
obtained before any further work can proceed which affects the archaeological site.
(Note that this is a legal requirement).
• In the event of koiwi tangata (human remains) being uncovered, work should cease
immediately in the vicinity of the remains and tangata whenua, Heritage NZ, the NZ
Police and Council should be contacted so that appropriate arrangements can be
made.
• Since archaeological survey cannot always detect sites of traditional significance to
Maori, such as wahi tapu, the tangata whenua should be consulted regarding the
possible existence of such sites on the property.
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