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Executive Summary
Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd (UOA) has been commissioned by Aurecon on behalf of Bellgrove
Investments Ltd, MGNC Developments LTD, and Westpark Rangiora Ltd to undertake an archaeological
assessment of the subdivision of the Bellgrove Stage 1 project area within Bellgrove North at 52 Kippenberger
Avenue, Rangiora. The full extent of the Bellgrove subdivision works can be divided into two blocks - Bellgrove
North, comprising 63.01 hectares and Stages 1-5 (52 Kippenberger Avenue (Part RS 267), 76 Kippenberger
Avenue (Lot 1 DP 22674, and Lot 2 DP 24808) and 174 East Belt (Part Lot 2 DP 9976)), and Bellgrove South,
comprising 35.79 hectares, and Stages A-D (15 Kippenberger Avenue (Lot 2 394668), 74 Northbrook Road (Lot
2 DP 452196, Lot 2 DP 12090 and Lot 4 DP 25508). The complete project area encompasses over 90 hectares
and is located in north-eastern Rangiora. The proposed works for the site involve subdivision and residential
development for the growing urban population.
The historic homestead known as Belgrove is located at 52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora. The homestead
was built in 1880 and is listed as a Category 2 Historic Place. The homestead will not be physically impacted by
the proposed works, however, there may be associated archaeological features relating to the historic use of
the property and homestead within the wider property.
An archaeological site survey of the property identified four farm buildings that are believed to be of pre-1900
origin. The site was formally recorded within the New Zealand Archaeological Association’s archaeological site
database as M35/2220 (see 12Appendix B). Based on this discovery it is recommended that an archaeological
authority is gained before any subdivision works begin.
Heritage and archaeological sites affected by the development of 52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora.
HNZPT List #
1821

District Plan
HH052

NZAA ID
M35/2220

Site name
Belgrove

Site location
52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora

Brief description
1880 homestead and farm.
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1

Introduction

Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd (UOA) has been commissioned by Aurecon on behalf of Bellgrove
Investments Ltd, MGNC Developments LTD, and Westpark Rangiora Ltd to undertake an archaeological
assessment of the Stage 1 of the Bellgrove North subdivision at 52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora (Figure
1-1). This assessment aims to determine if an archaeological authority application, as per the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, will be necessary for the proposed works. Additionally, this archaeological
assessment has been prepared to support the resource consent applications for Bellgrove Stage 1 to be lodged
to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under the under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track
Consenting) Act 2020 (FTCA).
The Stage 1 project area at Bellgrove North is located in north-eastern Rangiora. The majority of the land at
the property is currently in a green field state and used as pasture. However, in the centre of the Stage 1
project area, at 52 Kippenberger Avenue, is a historic homestead known as Belgrove. The homestead was built
in 1880 and is listed as a Category 2 Historic Place (List no. 1821) and is recorded as archaeological site
M35/2220. The homestead building itself will not be physically impacted by the proposed works. There are
currently no other recorded archaeological sites within the project area, however, there may be associated
subsurface archaeological features relating to pre-1900 activity within the project area.
This archaeological assessment has been prepared in relation to Stage 1 works within Bellgrove North and has
not assessed the archaeological potential or values for any other areas within the wider subdivision project.
The full extent of the Bellgrove residential subdivision works is summarised below to provide contextual
information for the Stage 1 project area. The full scope of works and outline of project areas was provided by
the client and is summarised in Section 1.1, below.

Figure 1-1. Location of Belgrove homestead and farmyard and the full extent of Bellgrove North (red) and Stage 1 (amber) located in
north-eastern Rangiora.
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1.1

Bellgrove Project Area

The Bellgrove residential development project encompasses an area of near 100 hectares (ha) in northeast
Rangiora (Figure 1-2). The project is split into Bellgrove North and Bellgrove South, with multiple stages of
works within each area.

Figure 1-2. Total Bellgrove project area, showing Bellgrove North and Bellgrove South, and stages of works. Image: provided by
Aurecon.

1.1.1

Bellgrove North

Bellgrove North refers to the land encompassing 52 Kippenberger Avenue (Part RS 267), 76 Kippenberger
Avenue (Lot 1 DP 22674), and Lot 2 DP 24808 held within Record of Title CB8B/1429; and 174 East Belt (Part
Lot 2 DP 9976) (Figure 1-2). This forms a total of 63.01 hectares of land and will be developed in five stages.
The stages and areas encompassed within each stage are:
• Stage 1 – 20.9 ha
• Stage 2 – 14.5 ha
• Stage 3 – 11.5 ha
• Stage 4 – 7.2 ha
• Stage 5 – 8.9 ha
1.1.2

Bellgrove South

Bellgrove South refers to the land encompassing 15 Kippenberger Avenue (Lot 2 394668), 74 Northbrook Road
(Lot 2 DP 452196) held within Record of Title 577722, Lot 2 DP 12090, and Lot 4 DP 25508 (Figure 1-2). This
forms a total of 35.79 hectares of land and will be developed in four stages. The stages and areas encompassed
within each stage are:
• Stage A – 4.6 ha
• Stage B – 14.9 ha
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•
•

Stage C – 7.5 ha
Stage D – 8.7 ha

This archaeological assessment has been strictly prepared for Stage 1 works only.
1.2

Bellgrove North Stage 1 Project Outline

The Stage 1 works at Bellgrove North will involve:
• the development of approximately 20.8 ha of land (Figure 1-3) for the purpose of delivering:
o approximately 200 residential lots/dwellings with a mixture of medium density (200 m² to
500 m²) and general residential (>500 m²) (Figure 1-4).
o a large residential lot (approximately 2950 m²) around the Bellgrove Historic Homestead (note
the historic homestead will be retained).
o a commercial lot for future commercial development (approximately 5,000 m²).
o a larger residential super lot (approximately 2,400 m²) for future development.
• the subdivision layout includes the establishment of an internal road layout comprising a mixture of
collector and local roads, and cul-de-sacs. In addition, an integrated network of shared paths is
proposed through the proposed esplanade and stormwater reserves; and
• establishment of two new intersections to Kippenberger Avenue (a four-legged roundabout at
Kippenberger Avenue and MacPhail Avenue, and a new T-intersection).
1.3

Earthworks

Bulk earthworks are required to prepare the site for the development and servicing, land remediation
realignment of the Cam/Ruataniwha River, and to ensure appropriate site levels for building platforms. A
maximum fill depth of 3m and a maximum cut depth of 3m is proposed. The deeper cut depths are
concentrated around the establishment of the stormwater basins and realigned Cam/Ruataniwha River.
Earthworks will also be required in the vicinity of the historic Belgrove Homestead (proposed Lot 1400),
however, these have been designed, to minimise ground disturbance.
The proposed road and the realigned Cam/Ruataniwha riverbank levels in vicinity of the homestead have been
designed to match the existing levels of the lawn at the boundary of Lot 1400. The earthworks proposed within
Lot 1400 follow a recommendation from the contamination investigation to remove the topsoil within this lot
given the lead contamination found in the surrounding area (associated with lead-based paint being used on
the historic homestead). The proposed works within Lot 1400 will require the removal of 300 mm of topsoil,
disposal of the contaminated land and replacement with new soil and re-grassing to the existing site levels.
The topsoil stripping will be set back a minimum of 500 mm from the Homestead itself. If required, a hand dig
closer to the building can be carried out if the soil is found to contain contaminates in this location.
Additional earthworks in the vicinity of the homestead will include those associated with connecting the
homestead to the new infrastructure (power, phone, wastewater, water, and stormwater). These will connect
to the new network via the driveway to Lot 1400 from Road 3.
In addition all lots within the Stage 1 works area will have up to a 300 mm site scrape and will have a minimum
cover of 300 mm of topsoil following earthworks.
All berm areas within the subdivision will be grassed to Waimakariri District Council’s required specification.
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Figure 1-3. Location of Bellgrove North land holding (red outline) and Stage 1 project area (shaded in red). Image: Bellgrove Investments Ltd, MGNC Developments LTD, and Westpark Rangiora Ltd.
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Figure 1-4. Concept plan for Stage 1 Bellgrove subdivision, Rangiora. Image: Bellgrove Investments Ltd, MGNC Developments LTD, and Westpark Rangiora Ltd.
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Figure 1-5. Earthworks cut and fill plan for Stage 1 Bellgrove subdivision. Cuts indicated in red, and fills indicated in green. Image: Bellgrove Investments Ltd, MGNC Developments LTD, and Westpark
Rangiora Ltd.
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2

Statutory Requirements

The legislative requirements relating to archaeological sites and artefacts are detailed in the following sections.
There are two main pieces of legislation that provide protection for archaeological sites: the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 and the Resource Management Act 1991. Artefacts are further protected
by the Protected Objects Act 1975.
2.1

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014

The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 came into effect in May 2014, repealing the Historic
Places Act 1993. The purpose of this act is to promote identification, protection, preservation, and
conservation of New Zealand’s historical and cultural heritage. Heritage New Zealand administers the act and
was formerly known as the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (Pouhere Taonga).
Archaeological sites are defined by this act as
(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
(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)
Additionally, Heritage New Zealand has the authority (under section 43(1)) to declare any place to be an
archaeological site if the place
(a) was associated with human activity in or after 1900 or is the site of the wreck of any vessel where that
wreck occurred in or after 1900; and
(b) provides, or may be able to provide, through investigation by archaeological methods, significant
evidence relating to the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand.
Archaeological sites are protected under Section 42 of the act, and it is an offense to carry out work that may
“modify or destroy, or cause to be modified or destroyed, the whole or any part of that site if that person
knows, or ought reasonably to have suspected, that the site is an archaeological site”, whether or not the site
has been previously recorded. Each individual who knowingly damages or destroys an archaeological site
without having the appropriate authority is liable, on conviction, to substantial fines (Section 87).
Any person wishing to carry out work on an archaeological site that may modify or destroy any part of the site,
including scientific investigations, must first obtain an authority from Heritage New Zealand (Sections 44(a,c)).
The act stipulates that an application must be sought even if the effects on the archaeological site will be no
more than minor as per Section 44(b). A significant change from the Historic Places Act (1993) is that “an
authority is not required to permit work on a building that is an archaeological site unless the work will result
in the demolition of the whole of the building” (Section 42(3)).
Heritage New Zealand will process the authority application within five working days of its receipt to assess if
the application is adequate or if further information is required (Section 47(1)(b)). If the application meets the
requirements under Section 47(1)(b), it will be accepted and notice of the determination will be provided
within 20 to 40 working days. Most applications will be determined within 20 working days, but additional
time may be required in certain circumstances. If Heritage New Zealand requires its own assessment of the
Māori values for the site, the determination will be made within 30 working days. If the application relates to
a particularly complex site, the act permits up to 40 days for the determination to be made. Heritage New
Zealand will notify the applicant and other affected parties (e.g., the landowner, local authorities, iwi,
museums, etc.) of the outcome of the application.
Once an authority has been granted, modification of an archaeological site is only allowed following the
expiration of the appeals period or after the Environment Court determines any appeals. Any directly affected
party has the right to appeal the decision within 15 working days of receiving notice of the determination.
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Heritage New Zealand may impose conditions on the authority that must be adhered to by the authority holder
(Section 52). Provision exists for a review of the conditions (see Section 53). The authority remains current for
a period of up to 35 years, as specified in the authority. If no period is specified in the authority, it remains
current for a period of five years from the commencement date.
The authority is tied to the land for which it applies, regardless of changes in the ownership of the land. Prior
to any changes of ownership, the landowner must give notice to Heritage New Zealand and advise the
succeeding land owner of the authority, its conditions, and terms of consent.
An additional role of Heritage New Zealand is maintaining the New Zealand Heritage list, which is a
continuation of the Register of Historic Places, Historic Areas, Wāhi Tapu, and Wāhi Tapu Areas. The list can
include archaeological sites. The purpose of the list is to inform members of the public about such places and
to assist with their protection under the Resource Management Act 1991.
2.2

Resource Management Act 1991

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) defines historic heritage as those natural and physical resources
that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, and it may include
historic sites historic sites, structures, places, and areas; archaeological sites; and sites of significance to Māori.
It should be noted that this definition does not include the 1900 cut-off date for protected archaeological sites
as defined by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. Any historic feature that can be shown to
have significant values must be considered in any resource consent application.
The heritage provisions of the RMA were strengthened with the Resource Management Amendment Act 2003.
The Resource Management Amendment Act 2003 contains a more detailed definition of heritage sites and
now considers historic heritage to be a matter of national importance under Section 6. The act requires city,
district, and regional councils to manage the use, development, and protection of natural and physical
resources in a way that provides for the well-being of today’s communities while safeguarding the options of
future generations.
Under the RMA, local authorities are required to develop and operate under a district plan, ensuring that
historic heritage is protected. This includes the identification of heritage places on a heritage schedule (or list)
and designation of heritage areas or precincts and documents the appropriate regulatory controls. All heritage
schedules include, but are not limited to, all items on the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero. Additional
sites of significance to the local authority may also appear on the schedule.
The regulatory controls for historic heritage are specific to each local authority. However, most local
authorities will require RMA resource consent for any alterations, additions, demolition, or new construction
(near a listed place) with Heritage New Zealand being recognised as an affected party. Repair and maintenance
are generally considered permitted activities.
Belgrove, at 52 Kippenberger Avenue in Rangiora, is included within both the operative Waimakariri District Plan (ODP)
and proposed Waimakariri District Plan (PDP) Schedule of Significant Historic Heritage as a Category II Building (HH052).

2.3

Protected Objects Act 1975

The Protected Objects Act 1975 was established to provide protection of certain objects, including protected
New Zealand objects that form part of the movable cultural heritage of New Zealand. Protected New Zealand
objects are defined by Schedule 4 of the act and includes archaeological objects and taonga tūturu. Under
Section 11 of the Protected Objects Act 1975, any newly found Māori cultural objects (taonga tūturu) are
automatically the property of the Crown if they are older than fifty years and can only be transferred from the
Crown to an individual or group of individuals through the Māori Land Court. Anyone who finds a complete or
partial taonga tūturu, accidentally or intentionally is required to notify the Ministry of Culture and Heritage
within:
(a) 28 days of finding the taonga tūturu; or
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(b) 28 days of completing field work undertaken in connection with an archaeological investigation
authorised by the Heritage New Zealand.
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3

Methodology

An archaeological assessment is required to accompany an application for an archaeological authority, as
stipulated in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. Consent applications for Bellgrove Stage 1
to be lodged to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under the under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fasttrack Consenting) Act 2020 (FTCA).
In order to assess the archaeological resources of the project area, UOA conducted detailed documentary
research, examined records of previously recorded site within the vicinity of the project area, and carried out
an on-site visit.
UOA consulted numerous sources of documentary evidence in order to determine the historical context of
the project area. The results of the documentary research are provided in Section 5. The sources utilised in
this research include:
• local histories
• 19th century newspapers available through the Papers Past website
• LINZ survey plans and land titles
• historic aerial photographs
• sources regarding Māori occupation and developments
Previously recorded archaeological sites near the project area can provide information that is valuable for
assessing the archaeology. UOA carried out a search of ArchSite to identify if there are any previously recorded
sites on or near the project area. The results of the ArchSite search are documented in Section 6.
A site visit was conducted by Alana Kelly and Jamie Hearfield on 29 October 2021 and a summary of the onsite observations is provided in Section 7. A brief photographic record was compiled to provide visual
documentation of the current state of the property and associated buildings.
The assessment of archaeological and other values is based on criteria established by Heritage New Zealand
(2019):
• The condition of the site(s).
• Is the site(s) unusual, rare, or unique, or notable in any other way in comparison to other sites of
its kind?
• Does the site(s) possess contextual value? Context or group value arises when the site is part of a
group of sites which taken together as a whole, contribute to the wider values of the group or
archaeological, historic, or cultural landscape. There are potentially two aspects to the assessment
of contextual values: the relationship between features within a site, and the wider context of the
surroundings.
• Information potential. What current research questions or areas of interest could be addressed
with information from the site(s)? Archaeological evaluations should take into account current
national and international research interests, not just those of the author.
• Amenity value (e.g., educational, visual, landscape). Does the site(s) have potential for public
interpretation and education?
• Does the site(s) have any special cultural associations for any particular communities or groups
(e.g., Māori, European, Chinese.)
The overall level of significance was determined based on the evaluation of the criteria listed above; however,
it is not possible to fully understand the archaeological significance of subsurface sites, features, and materials
uncovered during the site works. It is important to recognise that the significance of a site may change on the
basis of what is found during the work programme.
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After determining the history of the site(s) and evaluating its archaeological value, UOA assessed the effects
of the proposed work on the site. Specifically, UOA considered the following matters as outlined by Heritage
New Zealand (2019):
• How much of the site(s) will be affected, and to what degree, and what effects this will have on the
values of the site(s).
• Whether the proposed work may increase the risk of damage to the site(s) in future. For example,
change from farming to residential use may make sites vulnerable to increased pedestrian and
vehicular activity.
• Whether a re-design may avoid adverse effects on the site(s). It is recognised that detailed evaluation
of alternatives may be beyond the scope of the archaeological assessment, however, some
consideration of alternatives should be considered where possible.
• Possible methods to protect sites, and avoid, minimise or mitigate adverse effects should be discussed.
These will form the basis of any recommendations in the final section.
Measures of reducing the potential adverse effects on the site(s), management of the archaeological
resources, and mitigation of information loss were considered.
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4

Physical Environment and Setting

Bellgrove is located on the north-eastern outskirts of Rangiora, the largest township within the Waimakariri
District. Rangiora is located approximately 30 km north of Christchurch on the northern extent of the
Canterbury Plains. The Canterbury Plains are characterised by an extensive flat topography. They were formed
by Quaternary moraine gravels that were transported east from the central Southern Alps during glacial
periods between 3 million to 10,00 years ago (Gage 1696). The Canterbury Plains are also characterised by
large, braided river systems and alluvial fans. This geological and geographical setting is ideal for agricultural
and horticultural activities.
To the north of Belgrove and Rangiora is the Ashley River/Rakahuri, one of Canterbury’s braided river systems.
The river originates in the foothills of the Southern Alps and flows eastward to Waikuku where it meets with
the Pacific Ocean/Te Moana-nui-a-Kiwa. This riverine environment accounts for the predominantly alluvial and
colluvial soil typology of the area. Although there are pockets of pallic and orthic soil deposits in the wider
Waimakariri landscape (soils-maps.landcareresearch.co.nz).
Prior to the settlement of Canterbury in 1850, much of the Waimakariri District, and Canterbury Plains in
general, was covered in scrub and low-lying vegetation. The area was promptly cleared for agricultural and
pastoral purposes following the settlement of Europeans. The efforts by both early settlers and modern
farmers to intensively use the land has resulted in significant landscape transformations.
The urban settlement of Rangiora, and the wider area, was initially limited to small satellite townships that
serviced local farms and industries, or isolated rural homesteads. Many small rural communities were
established across the wider Waimakariri District, with Rangiora being a moderate urban centre. Following the
Canterbury Earthquakes Rangiora, and surrounding satellite townships, saw a mass increase in population and
urban growth, caused by those relocating from red zoned urban areas. The planned subdivision at Bellgrove
in Rangiora signifies Rangiora’s continued urban and residential growth.
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5

Historical Background

Traditional accounts relate to successive migrations to Te Wai Pounamu from Te Ika a Māui (the North Island).
The earliest groups noted in oral traditions include Kāhui-Tipua, Hawea and Te Rapuwai, and Ngāi Tahu
scholars have considered these groups as at least semi-mythical, as traditions regarding them are typically
aetiological narratives explaining the origins of such things as kūmara or the Moeraki Boulders. Traditions
regarding later groups (Waitaha, Ngāti Mamoe, and Ngāi Tahu) are by contrast primarily related to human
events, rather than the supernatural (Tau & Anderson, 2008).
The first human settlers of Te Wai Pounamu (the South Island) for which traditional accounts and whakapapa
are clear were Waitaha, descendants of the explorer Rākaihautū who arrived in the waka Uruao. They were
followed later by Ngāti Māmoe, who migrated from Te Ika a Māui (the North Island) to the South Island around
the late 16th/early 17th centuries. The relationship between Waitaha and Ngāti Māmoe was complicated, with
periods of peace and intermarriage as well as conflict, but Ngāti Māmoe gradually came to establish mana
whenua through both means over much of the South Island. In the early to mid-17th century, Ngāi Tahu
migrated to the South Island from the lower North Island, and traditions recount their whakapapa to the East
Coast and the Tākitimu waka. As with their predecessors, Ngāi Tahu came to establish mana whenua over
most of the South Island through both conflict and intermarriage (Anderson, 1998; Tau and Anderson, 2008).
Although Canterbury and its waterways are recorded historically as areas known for Māori occupation, there
are no recorded Māori archaeological sites with 100 m of the proposed works (ArchSite, 2021).
The Treaty of Waitangi, signed in February 1840, established British governance in New Zealand. The treaty
gave the British Crown the exclusive right to purchase land from Māori which, in effect, negated many of the
early land purchases in Canterbury (New Zealand Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2017). Henry Tracey Kemp,
acting on behalf of the British Crown, purchased the Canterbury Block from Ngāi Tahu on 12 June 1848. Known
as the Canterbury Purchase, or more commonly as ‘Kemp’s Deed’, the transaction saw 13,551,400 acres of
land purchased from Ngāi Tahu for £2,000 (Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 2017). Following the acquisition of the
land by the British Crown the land around the Canterbury region was subdivided into rural sections and sold
to European settlers. The relevant sections were formed from Rural Sections 267, 544, and 1197 in an area
that would become known as Rangiora (Figure 5-1). The following history is outlined by rural sections.

Figure 5-1. The project area is outlined in yellow, and the rural sections are formed from is highlighted in red. Image: J. Kemp, 1881.
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5.1

Rural Section 267

The development of the township of Rangiora and its surroundings in the 19 th century started in the 1850s
with sawmilling. Rural Section 267 was a Crown grant to George Hanmer in 1857 (LINZ, 1860: 267). Hanmer
had arrived in Canterbury in 1851 from Wales. Hanmer was one of three sons of the vicar of Hanmer, Flintshire,
Wales. Historic accounts of Hanmer note that he chose his first section, Rural Section 387 (outside the project
area) in early September 1853. On Rural Section 267, with his brothers Humphrey and Phillip, Hanmer built a
wooden house with cob chimneys and a stockyard. This was located at the ford where the track from Kaiapoi
met the Cam/Ruataniwha stream (see Figure 5-2). The property ran as an accommodation house (Hawkins,
2010: 55). At this time Mr Charles Torlesse was appointed Justice of the Peace and was a personal friend of
Hanmer. Torlesse’s first case as Justice was Hanmer, and somewhat embarrassingly, an employee of Torlesse
the barman, Benjamin George, of the Ashley Arms. Both were brought up on assault charges having assaulted
a Māori man called Solomon. Solomon had assisted William Revell the local policeman in the arrest of three
sailors who had deserted (Hawkins, 2010: 58). Continuing drunkenness at the Ashley Arms eventually cost
Harman his licence and the bar was closed. A Mr Henry Miller attempted to reopen and licence the bar, but
the application was denied based on the fact that most cart traffic was using the Waimakariri ferries and the
North Road. Current research notes that the viability of the Ashley Arms must have only been as a refreshment
stop for workers and passing drovers and was in little use for accommodation during its limited time in
operation. The Hanmer brothers continued to farm the property (Hawkins, 2010: 60).

Figure 5-2. The site of the Ashley Arms that would eventually become known as Belgrove. Image: Hawkins, 2010: 59.

In 1874 George’s brothers, Humphry and Philip purchased Rural Section 267. Humphrey sold it to Frederick
Busch in 1878 after the death of Philip (LINZ, 1860: 267). Busch, from Germany, arrived in Nelson working at
a property called ‘Belgrove’. In 1861, Busch now married, moved to Springcreek in Blenheim (MacDonald,
1952-1964: B.1014). It was the purchase of Rural Section 267 that caused the move to Rangiora. In 1879 it
was noted that Frederick Busch was living in the old Ashley Arms (the former accommodation house). Busch
also extended the former accommodation house at this time. In September 1880 the house caught fire. Busch
had retired for the night checking that all the lights and fires were out for the night. Soon after two boys who
were sleeping upstairs called out ‘fire’ waking the household. Busch found that the main part of the house was
on fire. The family escaped but the house did not. The newspaper article noted that the property was one of
the oldest in Rangiora and had cob chimneys in the old part. Busch had recently made an addition to the house
of a living room and bedrooms. It was also noted that George Hamner built the original part of the house and
was the first public house in the district. The house was uninsured (Lyttelton Times, 21/9/1880: 4).
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In 1880 Busch built the house that now remains extant (see Figure 5-3). Frederick Busch was in a partnership
with a Mr Albert Poole, operating as auctioneers and general agents in Rangiora. The partnership went under
the name ‘Busch and Tutton’ (Press, 28/7/1880: 4). The firm had salerooms in Market Street, Rangiora, which
opened in 1878 (Press, 29/11/1878: 4). In the same year, the firm opened new cattle yards and held their first
cattle sale on 24th December 1878 (Press, 23/12/1878: 4). In street directories from 1887-1888, Busch is listed
as a farmer living in Rangiora (H. Wise and Co., 1887-1888: 237). In 1884 Mr Busch is noted in the newspaper
columns for his participation in agricultural pursuits when a demonstration, hosted by Busch, took place in
one of his paddocks (referred to as Bamberger’s Paddock, see below) of a new Hornsby mechanised reaper
and twine binder (Lyttelton Times, 28/1/1884: 4). Busch continued to have a strong interest in horse racing
and machinery trials recorded in contemporary newspapers. Busch’s interest in racing may have been an
influence on part of RS 4758 becoming a racecourse reserve (see below). In 1895 Busch is recorded in a
meeting of the North Canterbury Jockey Club offering to put the track in order free of cost (Lyttelton Times,
11/1/1895: 6). In 1896 Belgrove was advertised for sale as a 100-acre farm with the homestead on the
Woodend Road (which part would eventually become known as Kippenberger Avenue) a ‘most comfortable
and commodious dwelling house’ along with stables, a good garden and orchard. Also included in the sale was
another 200-acre farm at Broomfield and 60 acres located near a ‘Mr Cook’s Nurseries’ (Press, 28/11/1896:
12). The property did not sell and in 1897 Busch reported a fire of a twenty-ton stack of hay on the farm due
to someone smoking (Lyttelton Times, 2/2/1897: 5). In 1904 Busch is still listed as a ‘farmer’ in Rangiora in
street directories (H. Wise and Co., 1904: 336). The property was advertised for sale again in 1905 as ‘Belgrove’
comprised of 100 acres of the ‘finest land’ with a homestead of 10 rooms, and outbuildings, with ornamental
gardens, and with ‘every modern attribute’ (Lyttelton Times, 22/11/1905: 12).
In 1906 the property was sold to W. Cunningham (Mair, 1969). During Mr Cunningham’s ownership in 1906,
a man cleaning a water race on the property caught an eel measuring 4ft 9in, weighing 21 pounds (Press,
7/3/1906: 6). In 1909 an advertisement was placed in newspapers, advertising a ploughing match to take place
under the auspices of the North A. and P. Association on Mr W. Cunningham’s farm, Woodend Road (Press,
17/7/1909: 14).
In 1911 the property was sold to William Scoon (see below). On the sale of the property to E. F. Philpotts in
1916 it was noted that Mr William Scoon had disposed of the ‘Belgrove’ farm at Rangiora having purchased
land at Hawarden and deciding to focus on sheep. As a result of this sale, Scoon sold his herd of Shorthorns
referred to as the Belgrove herd (Lyttelton Times, 16/9/1916: 11. In 1917 the property sold E. J. Cooksley little
information was found with current research regarding the farm during Cookley’s ownership (Paper Past, n.d.).
Cooksley is noted in 1917 advertising for a boy to help on a farm. Applicants were to apply to E. J. Cooksley at
Belgrove, Woodend Road, Rangiora (Press, 13/11/1917: 9).
In 1920 the property was sold. Cooksley instructed a clearing sale at the property which included three horses,
six cattle, 105 sheep, eight pigs, and two sheepdogs. Implements included a grubber, plough, disc harrows,
roller, sledge, tip drays, spring cart, netting, chaff, oats, fowls, and ducks (Lyttelton Times, 10/4/1920: 14). The
property was sold to the Inch family who has held ownership into the 21st century (Mair, 1969). Little to no
further information regarding property could be found in newspapers (Papers Past, n.d.).
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Figure 5-3. An illustration of the house at Belgrove which remains extant from Mair’s publication Homes of the Pioneers. Image: Mair,
1969.

5.2

Rural Section 544

Rural Section 544 was a Crown grant to J Hamilton Ward and O. Peirse and was recorded in the Deeds Index
in 1858 (LINZ, 1860: 544). In 1857 an agreement was formed with Peirse and Edward Steggall with Ward. Ward
had advertised the property as a water mill site at Rangiora ideal for mill purposes to be let or sold (Lyttelton
Times, 7/1/1857: 9). By 1859 Peirse sold out to Ward who in the same month June 1859 sold to Steggall (LINZ,
1860: 544).
Edward Steggall was a flour miller who arrived in Canterbury in 1856 with his wife Hannah aboard the Isabella
Hercus. Hannah died en route, her death noted in shipping news in January of 1856, aged 25 yrs (Lyttelton
Times, 5/1/1856:4). Steggall established the Cam Mill on part of RS 544 which was located on the corner of
Kippenberger Avenue and Golflinks Road outside of the project area (see Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5).
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Figure 5-4. Steggall’s first mill was the Cam flour mill (circled in red) on part of RS 544. Steggall would later open another mill at
Southbrook (circled in green). Image: Hawkins, 2010: 197.

Figure 5-5. Cam Mill on the corner of Kippenberger Avenue and Golflinks Road. Image: Hawkins, 2010.

In 1861 Steggall sold the majority of the rural section north of the Cam to William Bell. Bell had helped Steggall
establish the mill which was a small two-storied structure (Hawkins, 2010: 196).
In 1867 Bell’s dairy stock, horses, and the farming plant was advertised for sale by Buss & Hepworth (Lyttelton
Times, 19/8/1867: 4). By 1870 Bell was declared bankrupt and by 1870 the property was in the ownership of
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Peter Fearne and others (LINZ, 1860a: 409; Press, 29/6/1870: 3). In 1871 the Cam Mill was advertised for sale
along with 45 acres of land adjoining the mill (which part would eventually form the project area) those
interested were to apply to P. Fearne (Press, 22/6/1871: 1). The 45 acres were sold (along with the mill site)
to D. F. McVicar of the Cust flour mill (LINZ, 1860a: 409). By 1878 the property was back in the ownership of
William Buss who subdivided and sold part comprised of 10 acres (that would form part of the project area)
to Reverend Samuel McFarlane in 1881 (LINZ, 1860a: 409). The property remained in McFarlane’s ownership
until 1944 (LINZ, 1926). There is no record with current research of McFarlane occupying the 10-acre section
5.3

Rural Section 1197

Rural Section 1197, comprised of 50 acres, was a Crown grant to Captain J. R. Brandon in 1858 (LINZ, 1860b:
1197). Captain John Rose Brandon had been in the ordinance section of the British Army. When Captain
Brandon arrived in the Canterbury settlement, he had served 25 years in service in India part with the Rajah
of Oude. In Hawkins’ publication about the history of Rangiora, it was noted that Captain Brandon was
somewhat of an eccentric and on the voyage over to New Zealand aboard the Roehampton (Rockhampton)
had occupied the chief cabin with his wife and seven children (Hawkins, 2010: 92). Captain Brandon was
recorded in the Canterbury Provincial Rolls as owning 50 acres at Rangiora (Canterbury, New Zealand,
Provincial Rolls,1868-1869: 1). By 1863 the rural section was transferred into the names of Day and Cuff. By
1879 it was noted in newspapers that Mr J. R. Brandon also known as Captain Brandon was brought up on a
charge of lunacy having written ‘several extraordinary letters to various persons’ (Star, 28/7/1879: 2). It was
resolved that his condition did not warrant Captain Brandon being committed to an asylum (MacDonald, 19521964: B68).
By 1881 Matson, Buss & Co. received instructions to sell by public auction a property on the East Town Belt,
Rangiora known as Captain Brandon’s farm. Lot 1 was called the ‘homestead’ comprised of 50 acres being
Rural Section 1197, with a dwelling house, large orchard, and convenient sized paddocks. Lot 2 was situated
next to the Rangiora Racecourse and was comprised of 22 acres being Rural Section 4758 (see below; Lyttelton
Times, 2/6/1881: 8). Rural Section 1197 was sold to Peter McGrath in June 1881 (LINZ, 1860b: 1197). McGrath
was a railway contractor who held the contract for the continuation of the railway from Amberley, north, to
the Weka Pass which started in 1879 and employed over two hundred workers (Hawkins, 2010: 191). McGrath
could not be placed as occupying the section (H. Wise & Co., n.d.). In 1882 the rural section sold to Louis
Bamberger of ‘Bamberger and Franz’ an Austrian duo who purchased a grain store in the nearby Ashley Street
in 1881 and converted it into a flour producing 40 tons of flour a week the business did not succeed and was
sold in the following year (Hawkins, 2010: 249). Although Bamberger could not be placed as occupying the
property in street directories and electoral rolls, in March of 1883 (due to bankruptcy) the property was
advertised for sale listed as ‘lately in the occupation for Mr L. Bamberger’. The property was comprised of
Rural Section 1197 and part of Rural Section 4758. The property had a new dwelling house of eight capacious
rooms, scullery, and a bathroom. The property also featured a stable and coach house. Also noted were the
extensive gardens with views of the Ashley Downs and Mount Grey (Press, 14/3/1883: 4). By May 1883 the
property was in the ownership of the mortgagee The New Zealand Loan and Mercantile Company and was still
comprised of the two rural sections 1197 and 4758 (LINZ, 1883). The property was sold in 1884 to Andrew
Todd. Todd named the property ‘St Fintans’. In 1888 Todd’s adult daughter died at the property by setting her
clothing on fire, due to ‘congestion of the brain’ (Star, 9/2/1888: 3). Todd retained the property ‘St Fintans’
until 1901 when it sold to Drummond Bailey, a Christchurch gentleman (Press, 15/6/1901: 9). Bailey sold the
property to Maria Cunningham, the wife of William Cunningham in 1906 (LINZ, 1883). From 1908 Cunningham
started to subdivide parts of the property with the eastern part of RS 1197 (likely to have the dwelling and
occupation) with a street frontage of the East Belt selling to Edith Midgley. The balance of the property which
would eventually form part of the project area sold to William Scoon in 1911 (LINZ, 1883). It was this balance
of RS 1197 and 4758 that would form part of the estate known as ‘Bellgrove Farm’ (Lyttelton Times, 16/9/1916:
11).
5.4

Rural Section 4758

Rural Section 4758 was also a Crown grant to Captain John Rose Brandon which was subsequently sold as part
of his estate in 1881 to Peter McGrath (LINZ, 1860a: 4758). McGrath subdivided part of it going to Her Majesty
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the Queen as part of a reserve for the Rangiora Racecourse, housing the North Canterbury Jockey Club. This
would eventually become the Rangiora Golfcourse where golfers competed with the undulating former
riverbed and grazing sheep (Lyttelton Times, 6/6/1881: 8; Hawkins, 2010: 425, 443-445). The remaining part
of the rural section would form part of the ‘Bellgrove’ estate (see above; LINZ, 1860a: 4758; 1883).
Aerial imagery from 1940 shows much of the project area in pasture aside from the location of the ‘Bellgrove’
dwelling and outbuildings. It is also possible to see the Cam/Ruataniwha River and another stream to the north
of the Cam/Ruataniwha (Figure 5-6). By 1965 another dwelling is visible facing the road at 76 Kippenberger
Avenue. Little to no further development is visible in subsequent aerial imagery aside from the addition and
or removal of outbuildings at ‘Bellgrove’ (Canterbury Maps, 2021).

Figure 5-6. The project area highlighted in red with ‘Bellgrove’ circled in yellow. The former Cam Mill is circled in red and the Rangiora
Golf Course located to the north. Image: Canterbury Maps, 2021.
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6

Previous Archaeological and Heritage Investigations

6.1

Previous Archaeology

At the time of initial investigation into the Bellgrove development works there wereno recorded archaeological
sites within the project area. The nearest recorded archaeological site was located over 700 m to the
southwest of the project area (Figure 6-1). Archaeological site M35/1912 is recorded as nineteenth century
domestic and commercial occupation and is one of many archaeological sites concentrated within the centre
of the Rangiora township (Figure 6-1). There are further recorded archaeological sites in the wider setting,
predominantly relating to farmsteads and early European settlement.
Following historical research and an archaeological survey of the Stage 1 project area, the Belgrove homestead
and adjacent farmyard was recorded as archaeological site M35/2200.

Figure 6-1. Recorded archaeological sites in the Rangiora area and outline of Stage 1 project area (red). Image: ArchSite.

6.2

Heritage List Entries

As previously stated, the Belgrove Homestead (List no. 1821), located within the Stage 1 project area, is a
Category 2 historic place, listed under the New Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero. It is one of many listed
historic homesteads within the wider Waimakariri District, and forms part of the historic rural landscape. The
heritage listed homesteads within the wider area are summarised below in Table 6-1.
Table 6-1. Summary of listed homesteads in wider rangiora area.
Name
Belgrove
Brooklands

List No. and
Category
1821
Category 2
1822
Category 2

Year Built

Location and Description

1880

Located at 52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora. Two storey homestead with colonial
gothic style architecture.
Located at 521 Rangiora-Woodend Road, Rangiora. Two storey, timber, multigabled homestead.

1872
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Name
Broadgreen
Ashley Farm
Homestead
Fleetwood
Coldstream House
Stevenson
Homestead
Inglewood
Homestead
Ohoka Homestead

6.3

List No. and
Category
3766
Category 2
1820
Category 2
3771
Category 2
3791
Category 2
3798
Category 2
1770
Category 2
274
Category 1

Year Built

Location and Description

n.d.

Located at 29 George Street, Rangiora. Large two-story homestead with multiple
bay windows.
Located at 269 West Belt Rangiora. Two storey brick homestead with sash windows
and ground floor verandah.
Located at 14 Strachan Place, Rangiora. Two storey brick homestead.

n.d.
n.d.
1860
1880
1867
ca. 1870

Located at 11 Coldstream Road, Coldstream, Rangiora. Two storey wooden
homestead within iron latticework and wraparound veranda on upper storey.
Located at 38 Flaxton Road, Fernside. Two storey brick homestead with bay
windows.
Located at 100 Threlkelds Road, Ohoka, Kaiapoi. Two storey wooden homestead.
Located at 21 Jacksons Road, Ohoka. Two storey brick homestead, gothic in style,
with steep pitched roofs.

Other Listings

In addition to being a recorded archaeological site and a Category 2 historic place under the New Zealand
Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero, the Belgrove homestead is protected under both the operative and proposed
Waimakariri District Plan. It is recorded as significant site H049/HH052.
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7

Results

7.1

Results of historical and archaeological research

Historical and archaeological research of Belgrove and the surrounding property identified potential features
and sites that may survive within the project area relating to early European settlement. There is currently no
evidence to suggest the potential for Māori archaeology within the project area.
The full project area, inclusive of all stages, is situated on Rural Sections 267, 544, 1197, and 4758 (Figure 5-1).
The Stage 1 project works are confined to Rural Section 267 and are discussed below. The findings for the
other rural sections are also summarised below for future reference.
7.1.1

Rural Section 267

Historical research has shown that Rural Section 267 was purchased by George Hanmer in the 1850s and that
he and his brothers built a wooden house with a cob chimney and a stockyard. Records state that it was located
at the ford where the track from Kaiapoi met the Cam/Ruataniwha Stream and was run as an accommodation
house known as the Ashley Arms (Figure 5-2). The Ashley Arms eventually lost its licence due to persisting
drunkenness, but the Hanmer brothers continued to live on and farm the property (Hawkins, 2010: 60).
In 1874 George’s brothers, Humphry and Philip purchased Rural Section 267, but was soon sold to Frederick
Busch in 1878 after the death of Philip (LINZ, 1860: 267). In 1879 it was noted that Frederick Busch was living
in the old Ashley Arms (the former accommodation house) and that Busch extended the former
accommodation house at this time. In September 1880 the house caught fire and was destroyed. Busch then
built the house that now remains extant (Figure 5-3).
Advertisements for Belgrove in the late 19th and early 20th centuries highlight the size of the property and its
many supporting buildings and features. In 1896 Belgrove was advertised for sale as a 100-acre farm with the
homestead on the Woodend Road (later Kippenberger Avenue) along with stables, a good garden, and orchard
(Press, 28/11/1896: 12). In 1905 the property was again advertised for sale as ‘Belgrove’ comprising of 100
acres of the ‘finest land’ with a homestead of 10 rooms, and outbuildings, with ornamental gardens, and with
‘every modern attribute’ (Lyttelton Times, 22/11/1905: 12).
Based on the above summary there are several features and events of both historic and archaeological interest
within Rural Section 267. Firstly, the Ashley Arms Accommodation house and stockyards are of interest. The
exact location of the Ashley Arms accommodation house is unknown, but historical records indicate that it
existed within the project area between the Cam/Ruataniwha River and its northern channel (Figure 5-2). This
description suggests the accommodation house and stockyards were located within the vicinity of the current
farmyard an area that will be directly impacted by project works.
As the Ashley Arms burnt down in 1880 any surviving structural remains are likely limited. However, evidence
of burning would confirm the exact location of the accommodation house. Additionally, as it operated as a
hotel there may be subsurface bottle deposits or rubbish pits within the area. Any information relating to the
original building on the Rural Section would be of high importance as it was once of the earliest houses built
in the area and any surviving archaeology would feed into the local history of the area
In addition to the Ashley Arms accommodation house, the later Belgrove homestead and property is recorded
to have numerous supportive outbuildings. A stable is noted, but no other outbuildings are specified to use.
Earthworks may result in the identifying the locations and remains of former outbuildings. It also is possible
that rubbish pits or latrines may be encountered during earthworks. Any surviving archaeology relating to
Belgrove would inform on the history of the homestead and could provide information on the inhabitants.
Finally, Rural Section 267 is recorded as being used as a farm during the ownership of the Hanmer brothers
(1850s-1870s) and during Busch’s ownership (1870s-1900s). It is possible that farming features from this
period survive at the property, and may include buildings, yards, water races, offal pits, machinery, and other
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farming features. Any surviving archaeology relating to this use would inform on the early use of the property
as a farm and would be contextually situated within the development the wider rural context.
7.1.2

Rural Section 544

Rural Section 544 is located to the northeast of the Stage 1 project area (Figure 5-1). At the southern end of
the Rural Section on the corner of Kippenberger Avenue and Golflinks Road was a water-powered mill, that
was later converted to a flour mill. The first iteration of the mill was established in the 1850s. This southern
side of the property is believed to have been the focal point for the industry, with the remainder of the land
being solely being supportive pasture, including the northeast corner that lies within the wider project area. It
is unlikely that there is any surviving archaeology in this area.
7.1.3

Rural Section 1197

Rural Section 1197 is located to the northwest of the Stage 1 project area (Figure 5-1). Historic records note
that this section had a large homestead with 50 acres, a dwelling house, large orchard, and paddocks. The
property is noted to later have a stables and coach house. While this lies outside of the Stage 1 project area,
stages 4 and 5 of the subdivision may affect this homestead, and should be assessed in further detail.
7.1.4

Rural Section 4758

Rural Section 4758 is located to the north of the Stage 1 project area (Figure 5-1). It was awarded as a Crown
grant to Captain John Rose Brandon which was subsequently sold as part of his estate in 1881 to Peter McGrath
(LINZ, 1860a: 4758). McGrath subdivided part of it going to Her Majesty the Queen as part of a reserve for the
Rangiora Racecourse, housing the North Canterbury Jockey Club, which eventually became the Rangiora
golfclub. Given the use of the property it is considered unlikely that there is any archaeology in this area.
7.1.5

Summary

In summary, the historic record indicates a concentration of pre-1900 activity within the Stage 1 project area
relating to early commercial, residential, and agricultural activities. It is possible that subsurface evidence
relating to these events and uses survive within the Stage 1 project area. Additionally, it is possible that there
are further features not identified within the historical record that may survive at the site. The historic research
undertaken for Bellgrove has resulted in the identification of archaeological potential within the Stage 1
project area.
Additionally, a preliminary review of the northern extent of the wider project area (outside of Stage 1) has
found the later stages of the project will be located within areas predominantly and consistently used as
pasture. However, the homestead noted on Rural Section 1197 is likely to require further investigation during
later stages of the project. Based on plans supplied, Rural Section 1197 falls within Stage 4 and 5 works at
Bellgrove North.
7.2

Results of site survey

A site survey was completed by Alana Kelly and Jamie Hearfield on 29 October 2021. The Belgrove homestead
building itself and immediate grounds were not surveyed as the building will not be impacted and the
immediate grounds will only have a 200 mm contamination scrape undertaken. The farmyard and associated
buildings located to the immediate north of the Belgrove Homestead were surveyed, along with the
surrounding pasture and waterways. A complete walkover of all the surrounding paddocks was not undertaken
as it was in full grass and the ground surface was not able to be viewed. Within the farmyard four small wooden
buildings and a ford feature were identified as having archaeological potential; these are discussed further
below (Figure 7-1).
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Figure 7-1. Locations of possible pre-1900 farm buildings and ford. Base map: Canterbury Maps 2021.

7.3

The farmyard

The farmyard primarily comprised modern 20th century features including, a herringbone cowshed and
rectangular yard, an effluent pond, three large rectangular implement sheds, a chicken coop, a silage pit, farm
tracks, and general storage areas (Figure 7-1and Figure 7-2). At the time of the site visit much of the farmyard
and surrounds were overgrown with grass and other low-lying weeds, making it difficult to inspect the ground
surface. Much of the farmyard is enclosed by a range of trees, including large pines and some poplars, forming
shelter belts around some of the buildings and boundary fence lines. Some of the trees are very large and
likely date to the original use of the property.
The paddocks in the wider area were in grass at the time of site visit and there were no visible surface
indicators of archaeological features in the paddocks (Figure 7-3). As the land has continually been used as
pasture it is unlikely that there are any surviving archaeological features in the paddocked areas. The fence
lines were modern wire and wooden post, although in some areas large concrete posts were installed at
gateways.
At the time of the site visit the Cam/Ruataniwha River, that runs through the trees between the homestead
and farmyard, was dry. The area within the creek bed and immediate surrounds was covered in leaf litter,
making the ground surface difficult to view (Figure 7-4). Large trees flank each side of the river, and the shape
of the riverbed is sloped and shallow in profile. A ford feature was identified at the western river crossing
(Figure 7-1). This feature is discussed further below. The northern channel of the river, located on the northern
boundary of the farmyard, was also surveyed. At the time of visit the channel was dry, but the area was covered
in long grass and was difficult to view (Figure 7-5).
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Figure 7-2. General view of farmyard, facing south. Cowshed (left) and implement sheds (right) shown.

Figure 7-3. View of surrounding paddocks to the northwest of the farmyard, facing northwest.
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Figure 7-4. View of heavily vegetated Cam/Ruataniwha River channel, facing west.

Figure 7-5. View of northern river channel with heavy grass cover, facing northwest.
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7.4

Building 1

The first small wooden building identified at Belgrove to potentially be of pre-1900 origin was located to the
south of the cowshed and to the immediate north of the Cam/Ruataniwha River (Figure 7-1). The exterior has
plain weatherboard cladding on all sides finished with solid corner stops (Figure 7-6 to Figure 7-8). Some of
the external boards appear to be repairs or replacements made of pine. The weatherboards are painted white
on the northern and western elevations and are a faded red on the southern and eastern elevations (Figure
7-6 and Figure 7-7). The weatherboards are missing, broken, and bora ridden, exposing the timber framing in
some places (Figure 7-6 and Figure 7-9). Diagonal bracing provides lateral support to the frame (Figure 7-9).
The nails visible on the exterior of the structure were predominantly rosehead wire cut nails, although some
new flathead wire cut nails were present where repairs were evident.

Figure 7-6. Northern (left) and eastern (right) elevation of building 1.

Figure 7-7. Southern (left) and western (right) elevation of building 1.
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Figure 7-8. Close up of weatherboards and weatherboards stop, on the northern elevation. Scale in 100 mm increments.

Figure 7-9. Close up of damaged weatherboards, northern elevation. Scale in 100 mm increments.

The roof of the building is pitched, with gable ends on the western and eastern elevations (Figure 7-6 and
Figure 7-7). The roof is clad with corrugated iron, painted red, and has plain bargeboards at each end. The
corrugated iron appears old but is well secured and does not appear to be deteriorating.
The building rests on piled foundations. The piles are made of precast concrete and measure 180 mm by 180
mm at the base (Figure 7-10). The piles taper towards the top and, were stop-chamfered, a highly unusual
decorative feature for a minor outbuilding. The piles were not able to be viewed on the northern elevation
due to ground level, vegetation cover, and general debris.
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Figure 7-10. Concrete piles visible at southern elevation. Scale in 100 mm increments.

The interior of the building was cluttered, making it difficult to view the full extent of the interior (Figure 7-11
and Figure 7-12). The flooring was wooden and constructed with tongue and groove boards (Figure 7-13). The
floorboards measured 150 mm wide and were well worn on the surface with damage in some places (Figure
7-13). The interior walls and ceiling are lined with beaded match-lining (Figure 7-14). Ventilation holes are
visible in the ceiling. The was no evidence for skirting boards.
The building had one door on the northern elevation that opened inwards. It is a ledged and braced door fitted
with two T-hinges (Figure 7-11). The door architrave was plain and measured 90 mm wide. It also had evidence
of a lock or latch as there was a cut out on the vertical architrave (Figure 7-14). However, the current door has
no evidence of a lock or latch mechanism. Additionally, the door proportions are unusual and agglomerated,
possibly patched together, and appear to be made of pine. Therefore, the door is likely a later addition or
replacement.
The building has two windows, one each on the western and northern elevations. The window on the northern
elevation is fixed and has a plain architrave measuring 90 mm in width. The window appears to be a newer
addition (Figure 7-11). The window on the western elevation is also fixed with a 90 mm wide architrave (Figure
7-12). The western window is larger and is possibly a later addition to the structure.
The ceiling is partially vaulted with a cavity above the collar ties in the framing (Figure 7-15).
The size and interior detail of the building suggests it was once used as accommodation, such as a shearers
hut or similar. Unlike the other farm buildings observed within the project area, building 1 has tidy interior
with tongue and groove lining and a vaulted ceiling. While there are modifications to the building and its use
has changed over time, it is noticeably different to the other buildings on site.
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Figure 7-11. General view of interior, facing north.

Figure 7-12. General view of interior, facing west.
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Figure 7-13. View of floor. Scale in 100 mm increments.

Figure 7-14. Close up of door architrave and beaded match-lined wall, northern elevation. Scale in 100 mm increments.

Page | 31

Figure 7-15. View of vaulted ceiling, eastern elevation.

7.5

Building 2

The second farm building possibly of pre-1900 origin is located on the western side of the farmyard (Figure
7-1). Due to the condition of the building and surrounding heavy vegetation, not all features and aspects of
the structure were able to be viewed and investigated in full. This larger building is timber-framed and clad in
short-run corrugated iron (Figure 7-16 and Figure 7-17). The roof is pitched, and the eastern and western
elevations are gabled.
On the eastern elevation is a wooden sliding barn door with cast iron rollers (Figure 7-16 and Figure 7-18). The
wooden door is made of vertical timber boards with wire rosehead nails. The centre of the roller read “No.
15” but the remaining detail on the cast iron rollers was unable to be read at the time of visit due to their
height and corroded condition (Figure 7-18).
Immediately above the barn door was a small square window and internal compartment forming a ‘bitches
box’ (Figure 7-16). The northern elevation has one small fixed rectangular window, partially obscured by a
tree, and there were no windows on the southern and western elevations (Figure 7-17). Both the southern
and northern elevations had large holes in the walls where cladding had been lost, and the roof was beginning
to collapse at the western side of the building. The western wall was obscured by the adjacent building
(building 3) and was also in a collapsing state (Figure 7-17).
On the southern elevation the foundation piles were able to be viewed. Both timber piles and piles made from
concrete-filled kerosene tins were present (Figure 7-19). Most of the tin casing on the concrete piles had
corroded away at the time of visit. The piles on the remaining elevations were unable to be inspected due to
vegetation growth and debris.
The interior of the building was not entered due to safety concerns and due to the junk blocking the entrances.
Instead, the interior was viewed through the holes in the walls on the northern and southern elevations (Figure
7-20). Much of the interior was filled with junk, furniture, and building materials including doors, wood, and
fireplace mantels (Figure 7-20). The wooden floor was in poor condition with many holes and was difficult to
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view. The interior was one open room with no partitions or loft. Simple timber framing was exposed as there
was no interior lining and the iron cladding was exposed. The joinery appeared to be a mixture of nailed simple
butt and mitered butt joins (Figure 7-20).
The ‘bitches’ box’ was viewed from the northern side of the building, but detail on it was no able to be viewed
as access was blocked. A single metal pole ran lengthwise from the ‘bitches box’ to the rear of the building
(Figure 7-20). Along the length of the metal pole are small metal hooks or loops. These were difficult to view,
and their purpose is unclear. It is unclear if this was a hanging beam or had some other purpose. The remainder
of the roof framing, excluding the cladding, was made of wood.
A maker’s mark on the interior of the corrugated iron roof was observed from the northern elevation. The
mark read “LYSAGHT//ORB//GALVANIZED TINNED” (Figure 7-21). Advertisements for the Lysaght’s Orb
galvanized tinned corrugated iron appear in newspaper articles in the 1890s, but do not appear after 1895
(Evening Post 9/10/1890: 4). While Lysaght’s Orb corrugated iron continued to be sold through the early 20 th
century, the advertisements from the 1890s indicate the pre-1900 potential of the building.

Figure 7-16. Eastern elevation of building 2.
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Figure 7-17. Northern (left) and southern (right) elevation of building 2.

Figure 7-18. Close up of barn door roller. Scale in 100 mm increments.
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Figure 7-19. Close up of building 2 piles. Scale in 100 mm increments.

Figure 7-20. Interior view of building 2 showing detail of roof and walls, facing southeast.
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Figure 7-21. "ORB" makers mark on corrugated iron cladding.

7.6

Building 3

The third building is located immediately to the west of the barn (building 2) (Figure 7-1). The building is timber
framed with board and batten cladding (Figure 7-22 and Figure 7-23). Some repairs to cladding were noted
with newer timber boards with circular saw marks.
The southern elevation is the most intact (Figure 7-22). It has an upper rectangular horizontally sliding
unglazed window for ventilation. At the base of the southern elevation is another square hole cut into the
cladding. It is likely a later addition used for either dogs or young stock (Figure 7-22).
The western elevation has one small window, no doors and has several broken or missing boards (Figure 7-23).
The eastern elevation is partially obscured by the adjacent barn (building 2), but appeared to have originally
been open sided, at least on the southern portion of the eastern elevation. There was no evidence on the top
plate to suggest there were studs missing from this elevation (Figure 7-24 and Figure 7-27). The northern
elevation has two small rectangular windows, a large rectangular open vent, and some missing boards (Figure
7-25). The northern elevation is unstable and beginning to collapse inwards (Figure 7-25). On all elevations the
nails present were wire rose heads (Figure 7-26). The roof is pitched and clad with corrugated iron, with the
southern and northern elevations being gabled.
The interior of the building was unsafe to enter and was filled with general junk. It was instead viewed from a
safe distance through gaps in the walls. A wooden floor in poor condition was noted, but most of it was covered
in debris The wall posts in each of the corners were large and appeared adzed, whereas the rest of the
timberwork was sawn (Figure 7-27). A large sawn central post was also viewed from the western elevation
(Figure 7-27). A mixture of joinery was observed within the building interior. Basic housed joints were used on
the corner wall posts and horizontal beams, and nailed butt joints were used elsewhere (Figure 7-24 and Figure
7-27).
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There was no interior lining on the walls or the roof. The corrugated iron roof cladding was exposed on the
interior, but no makers marks were observed. There were also at least two thin central vertical beams with
horizontal wire hanging from the collar tie (Figure 7-27). These features are likely remnants of a hay loft or
similar. A wooden ladder was also viewed on the ground but may have originated elsewhere.
Based on the unusual open sided join with the adjacent barn (building 2) it is likely that this building was
established first. Additionally, features such as the wide-open side, robust corner posts, and possible hay loft
suggest it may have originally be used as a stable. In which case this building may be one described in the
advertisements of the late 19th and early 20th century.

Figure 7-22. Southern elevation of building 3. Scale 1 m.
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Figure 7-23. Western elevation of building 3. Scale 1 m.

Figure 7-24. Visible portion of eastern elevation of building 3, with building 2 (right) immediately adjacent.
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Figure 7-25. Northern elevation of building 3, with building 2 immediately adjacent (left).

Figure 7-26. Close up of exterior wood and nails on building 3. Sacel in 10 mm increments.
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Figure 7-27. Interior of building 3, facing southeast.

7.7

Building 4

The final building of archaeological interest is located on the western side of the farmyard, north of the main
farm track to the cowshed (Figure 7-1and Figure 7-28). The building is rectangular with timber framing and
cladding, and a corrugated iron roof. The exterior has plain weatherboards with some damage, particularly
along the western elevation (Figure 7-29). The cladding is 220 mm wide and is fastened with wire rose head
nails. Some cladding boards have evidence of circular saw marks.
The roof is pitched and made of corrugated iron, with the northern and southern elevations being gabled
(Figure 7-29 and Figure 7-30). The southern elevation is the most intact part of the building (Figure 7-29). In
contrast the western elevation is in a poor state, with much of the cladding missing and a large tree growing
into the structure (Figure 7-30). The northern elevation is also in a poor condition and is collapsing inwards
(Figure 7-30 and Figure 7-31). The eastern elevation is partially obscured by the large overhanging tree,
machinery, and long grass (Figure 7-32). From the eastern elevation it is clear the building has two rooms. The
central partition was a later addition, evident by the amalgamated materials used to create it. The partition
was predominantly wooden, with corrugated iron lining on the southern room, and extended up to the roof
(Figure 7-36). The upper part of the partition was constructed out of chicken wire and extended to the
corrugated iron roof cladding (Figure 7-26).
The southern room has a central doorway (Figure 7-32). The timber framing was exposed along the northern
elevation. The timber framing was joined by simple butt and nail methods. The eastern elevation of the
northern room was obscured and unable to be viewed (Figure 7-32). The nails viewed over the whole of the
building were predominantly wire cut rosehead nails, but flathead wire cuts and galvanised fencing nails were
also observed (Figure 7-33).
The interior of the building had a dirt floor and concrete piles were visible around the edges of the building
(Figure 7-33). The lower half of the interior walls, including the partition wall, were also lined with corrugated
iron in the southern room (Figure 7-33). The upper half of the interior walls did not have any lining (Figure
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7-34). A maker’s mark on the corrugated iron roof was visible from the interior. The mark read “TRADE MARK//
REDCLIFFE” and had a crown in the centre (Figure 7-35). The brand Redcliffe Crown was imported to New
Zealand from the UK from 1878 onwards and was trademarked in New Zealand in 1886 (Spennemann 2015:
27). The brand was acquired by Lysaght (observed in building 2) in 1895 and was later discontinued during
World War 1 (Spenneman 2015: xiv). A comparative study of Redcliffe Crown makers marks across Australia
and New Zealand characterised the mark as a “Type IIA” (Spennemann 2015: 34). This style of makers mark
has been identified at other historic and archaeological sites in New Zealand indicating a late 19 th or very early
20th century origin (Spennemann 2015: 50).
The northern room of the building was not entered due to the entrance being blocked and the northern and
western elevations collapsing. It was instead viewed through the gaps in the walls (Figure 7-36). The room was
filled with general farm junk and had a dirt floor (Figure 7-37).

Figure 7-28. Building 4 (right) and building 2 (left) facing west.

Figure 7-29. Southern and western elevations of building 4.

Page | 41

Figure 7-30. Western elevation of building 4 damaged by tree.

Figure 7-31. Northern elevation of building 4.
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Figure 7-32. Eastern elevation of building 4, partially obscured by vegetation and machinery.

Figure 7-33. Detail of door architrave with circular saw marks. Scale in 100 mm increments.
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Figure 7-34. Interior view of southern elevation and roof.

Figure 7-35. Makers mark on roof of building 4.
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Figure 7-36. View of interior wall, facing north.

Figure 7-37. Internal view of northern room of building 4, facing southeast.
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7.8

Ford or revetment feature

In addition to the discussed buildings, a ford feature was identified during the site visit. The ford feature is
located on the western side of the access track crossing the Cam/Ruataniwha River connecting the homestead
and the farmyard (Figure 7-1and Figure 7-38). The feature comprised stacked rounded river cobbles with some
mortar keeping them in place, and a central wooden feature (Figure 7-39). The vertical wooden posts are
spaced 400 mm apart and had both cut and wire nails (Figure 7-39). Concrete and brick fragments were also
present at the edges of the feature and may indicate later modifications to the structure or opportunistic
backfilling as they were not formally placed.
The exact nature and purpose of the feature was unclear. There was no clear channel for water to flow through
to suggest the feature is rudimentary culvert. However, it did appear damaged and partially collapsed so a
channel may be blocked from view. There was also no matching feature on the eastern side of the access track
over the riverbed to indicate the full extent of a water course. To the immediate north of the feature was a
modern precast concrete culvert pipe, measuring 300 mm in diameter (Figure 7-40).
It is also possible that the feature was installed as a revetment for the original crossing or was part of a simple
bridge structure, or a combination of each. Further investigation is required to determine the feature’s
purpose.

Figure 7-38. Location of ford feature (left) at Cam/Ruataniwha River crossing, facing north.
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Figure 7-39. Ford feature at Belgrove, facing east. Scales 1 m.

Figure 7-40. Modern concrete ford pipe. Scale in 100 mm increments.
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7.9

Summary

In summary, four wooden farm buildings have been identified as having pre-1900 characteristics and are
considered likely to be of pre-1900 origin.
Building 1 is a small rectangular wooden building currently used for storage. The size of the building indicates
that it was not used for animals, and features in the interior, such as the tongue and groove lining and vaulted
ceiling indicate that it was originally used as accommodation. It is likely that this building was originally a
worker’s hut and dates to pre-1900 farming activities when the property was isolated and workers
accommodation needed to be provided.
Building 2 is a rectangular barn running perpendicularly to building 3. Building 2 is a typical farm building with
timber framing and corrugated iron cladding. A maker’s mark for Lysaght’s Orb galvanized tinned corrugated
iron suggests the building is of late 19th century origin. Historical research show advertisements for the product
were common in the 1890s but ceased by the early 20th century. This is strongly indicative that the barn is of
late 19th century origin.
Building 3 is another rectangular wooden building. The building had large, adzed corner posts, remnants of a
hay loft, and was open on the eastern side. The robusticity of the building and the open side indicates this was
originally used as a stable. It is possible that this building is the stable mentioned in the late 19th century
advertisements of the property. Additionally, as building 2 is situated immediately adjacent to the northeastern side of building 3 it almost certainly pre-dates building 2.
Building 4 was the most difficult to interpret as it had no specific features to identify its original use like the
other buildings on site. The building is rectangular with wooden framing and corrugated iron cladding. A
Redcliffe Crown makers mark found on the corrugated iron indicates the building is of late 19th or very early
20th century origin, as historic research indicated this is the period the brand was popular.
As each of the buildings are stylistically different and building 2 and building 4 have different brand of
corrugated iron, it is likely they were all built at different times. Based on historic research, archaeological
survey, and the balance of probability all four buildings are considered to be of pre-1900 origin.
In addition to the wooden farm buildings, a ford feature was identified adjacent to an access track over the
Cam/Ruataniwha River. This feature may be of pre-1900 origin and relate to original track formation at the
property. However, historical research cannot confirm the age of the feature.
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8

Constraints and Limitations

The implementation of Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software to convert 19th century newspapers into
digitised word-searchable text by Papers Past, has created some errors in translation which limits the ability
to accurately identify all contemporary newspaper articles on a specific topic.
Historical information relating to the use of the property was limited. The Heritage New Zealand file for the
listed property was limited in information. Locally availably sources were sought, but very little information
relating to the origin of the farm buildings was found. The local Rangiora Museum was contacted but
correspondence was slow and limited, so information from this source was not able to be researched in the
timeframes given for this assessment. It is possible that the museum holds photographic records, local
historical accounts, and other resources about the farm, the original accommodation house, and the
homestead which would help with confirmation of building phases, ages, and locations. Additionally,
confirmed dates of the makers marks on the corrugated iron of the farm buildings were not able to be
ascertained.
At the time of the site visit much of the farmyard and surrounding area was covered in thick grass and lowlying vegetation. This obscured the view of ground conditions in many instances. Additionally, some of the
buildings were in a too unsafe condition to enter, or were otherwise blocked, and were therefore not able to
be fully surveyed. The junk within some of the buildings also prevented a full view of the interior surfaces.
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9

Archaeological Values

The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (Section 46) requires an assessment of—
the archaeological, Māori, and other relevant values of the archaeological site in the detail that is
appropriate to the scale and significance of the proposed activity and the proposed modification or
destruction of the archaeological site.
The significance of an archaeological site is determined by, but not limited to, its condition, rarity or
uniqueness, contextual value, information potential, amenity value, and cultural association. A brief evaluation
of the sites possibly encountered during works is provided below based on the criteria defined by HNZPT
(HNZPT, 2019).
9.1

Archaeological Values for Bellgrove

The Belgrove homestead and farmyard is recorded as archaeological site M35/220. Additionally, historic
research has identified potential for additional unidentified archaeological features to exist at site as the first
land transactions date to the 1850s, and the extant homestead on the property indicates residential activity
from 1880 onwards. An evaluation of the site is provided below in Table 9-1 based on the criteria defined by
HNZPT (2019).
Table 9-1. Summary of archaeological value for Bellgrove, 52 Kippenberger Avenue, Rangiora.
Value

Criteria

Condition

Assessment
The condition of the homestead itself is excellent as it is well cared for
by the owners. The homestead will not be physically disturbed by the
project works.
The condition of the historic farm buildings on site are poor. All four of
the buildings are in a state of deterioration, with three beginning to
collapse. Building 1 is able to be repaired, however the remaining
buildings are likely too deteriorated for repair.
The condition of any surviving subsurface archaeological features and
deposits, including those related to the accommodation house is
currently unknown, as their location has not yet been identified.

Rarity or
Uniqueness

Is the site(s) unusual, rare or unique, or notable in
any other way in comparison to other sites of its
kind?

The Belgrove homestead and farm is an uncommon site type. A review
of the heritage list found eight other homesteads in the wider Rangiora
area. While each homestead has similar characteristics, they are
individual properties with unique stylistic choices and layouts.
Additionally, some homesteads such as the Ashley Farm Homestead,
Fleetwood, and Broadgreen, have all had urban growth enclose them.
While the homesteads are still extant, their original farmyards, grounds,
and setting have been lost to subdivision. Therefore, surviving
homesteads with their full original property are an increasingly
uncommon site type and urban expansion is set to continue.
Historical research identified Belgrove as the site of one of the earliest
buildings in the local area. The accommodation house, later known as
the Ashley Arms, was built in the 1850s. While the exact location of the
accommodation house is currently unknown, it is considered a rare and
unique site for the local area.
Historical research has also identified the property was used for farming
and stock purposes from the 1850s, as the accommodation house had
a stockyard. While farming and stock activities in the local and regional
area is very common, evidence relating to these practices would provide
an early example.
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Value

Criteria

Assessment

Contextual
Value

Does the site(s) possess contextual value? Context
or group value arises when the site is part of a
group of sites which taken together as a whole,
contribute to the wider values of the group or
archaeological, historic or cultural landscape.
There are potentially two aspects to the
assessment of contextual values; firstly, the
relationship between features within a site, and
secondly, the wider context of the surroundings or
setting of the site. For example, a cluster of Māori
occupation sites around a river mouth, or a gold
mining complex.

Bellgrove has a high local contextual value. The homestead and grounds
relate to early European settlement of the area and can be related to
specific settler families, and their agricultural and industrial activities in
the wider area. This feeds into the local historical narrative.
In the wider area, Belgrove is one of several examples of early historic
homestead and farmyard. While each are unique and have an individual
story, together they form a larger network of historic rural settlement.
In the regional context there are many early homesteads. Bellgrove’s
regional context is considered moderate to high as it can be interpreted
in context with the other local farmsteads
The contextual value for any archaeology relating to the
accommodation house established on the site would be high. As
mentioned, the building was one of the first established in the local area
and would contextually relate to the initial European settlement of the
Waimakariri District. Its use as an accommodation house relates to early
trade and travel activities, and its use as a hotel relates to early
commercial activity in the area.
The contextual value for any farming features, including the surviving
buildings, is considered high. These features directly relate to the
agricultural activities and history of the property and are contextually
situated within a wider farming region.

Information
Potential

What current research questions or areas of
interest could be addressed with information from
the site(s)? Archaeological evaluations should take
into account current national and international
research interests, not just those of the author.

The homestead itself has potential to provide information on rural
colonial building practices and preferences. It may also reflect the
available materials, whether local or imported, in addition to period
style.
Any surviving archaeology relating the original accommodation house is
unlikely, but would have moderate to high information potential.
Information relating to this building and the use of the property during
this period (1850s-1870s) is limited and its exact location is unknown.
Any surviving features such as rubbish pits or bottle deposits relating to
the Ashley Arms would be of high information potential as they could
inform on things such as available resources, diet, and local and
international goods.
The surviving farm buildings have potential to inform on the available
materials and preferred building style and methodologies. The buildings
may be able to be related to specific farming activities or represent
different phases of activity within the farmyard.
Any surviving subsurface deposits such as rubbish pits, wells, or
outbuildings remains, could inform on things such as diet and available
goods. Recovered material could relate to local industries and
manufacturers and would relate to a wider trading network.
Additionally, material relating to agricultural and industrial activity on
the property may be recovered.
Further information of the spatial layout of the whole property could be
highlighted through the project works. The locations of originally
buildings and activities at the property could be identified, and this
could inform on changes to the property over time and inform on the
early period of the property’s use. There would be the opportunity to
investigate the spatial layout of the whole site at the same time, which
is uncommon.
Therefore, the overall information potential for Bellgrove is considered
to be high.

Amenity Value

Amenity value (e.g., educational, visual,
landscape). Does the site(s) have potential for
public interpretation and education?

The amenity value for Bellgrove is moderate. Currently the homestead
and farmyard are situated off the road and are not clearly visible. The
site is locally known and is recognised as a place of local heritage.
The homestead will soon be the centre point of the new subdivision,
increasing its visibility, but the farm buildings will be torn down. There
is potential for interpretation panels at the site, or within the
subdivision, that detail the history of the place and artefacts could be
donated to the local museum and displayed.
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Value

Criteria

Assessment

Cultural
Associations

Does the site(s) have any special cultural
associations for any particular communities or
groups, e.g. Māori, European, Chinese.

European settler.

Other values

The site also holds other historic heritage values. These values, and the
effects on those values arising from the proposed subdivision, have
been assessed separately as part of a Heritage Impact Statement by DPA
Architects (2021). It should be noted that the Heritage Impact
Statement does not take account of the values of the 19th century farm
buildings.

Overall values

High
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10 Assessment of Effects
In considering the effects of the proposed works on Bellgrove and the potential unrecorded archaeological
contexts described above, the following questions were taken into account:
•
•
•
•

How much of the site will be affected and to what degree? What are the effects on the values of the
archaeological sites?
Will the proposal increase the risk of future damage to the site?
Would a redesign of the proposal avoid the effects?
What are the possible methods to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate the adverse effects of the
proposal?

10.1 Extent of effects
The Belgrove homestead building itself will not be impacted by the project works. As the homestead will
remain extant on a reduced lot measuring approximately 2557 m2 it is possible that some subsurface features
such as rubbish pits, wells, and demolished outbuildings will be within this boundary. While there are no major
earthworks relating to the homestead and its reduced lot, a topsoil scrape of approximately 300 mm to remove
lead contamination will be undertaken in proximity of the building, albeit outside of a 500 mm setback.
Contaminated soil found within this setback will be removed by hand excavation. This may result in the
exposure of the top of archaeological features; however, they will not need to be removed and can likely
remain in situ, unless the archaeological feature itself is considered to be contaminated. Their location and
extent, however, can be recorded.
The effects on the four farm buildings identified as likely dating to the 19th century would be permanent and
negative as they would have to be demolished for the construction of the new subdivision. It is likely that
further unidentified subsurface archaeological remains relating to domestic, agricultural, or industrial activity,
including those of the 1850s Ashley Arms accommodation house, exist elsewhere within the farmyard and
wider project area, as it has been in use from the 1850s onwards and the locations of early buildings and
activities is unknown. As the proposed works involve large scale ground levelling earthworks for the subdivision
and realignment of the waterways, any surviving features within the farmyard, and wider project area, would
be disturbed if not completely destroyed. While any archaeological disturbance is negative, the homestead
and its immediate surrounds which form the heart of the property will not be impacted and therefore the
effects on archaeological values of the site would be low-moderate.
The effects on any other currently unidentified archaeological sites within the project area, such as the original
accommodation house and stockyard, bottle deposits, rubbish pits, and other outbuildings or features, would
be permanent and negative. These features would be exposed and impacted by the earthworks necessary for
the completion of the project.
10.2 Risk of future damage
It is unlikely that the project works will increase the risk of future damage to the archaeological sites within
Stage 1, as works would result in the near full redevelopment of the property and leave the homestead and
grounds preserved and intact. However, as the proposal is only Stage 1 of a multi-stage residential
development, the proposed stage 1 works will indirectly lead to the potential destruction of other sites within
the future subdivision stages.
10.3 Redesign
Redesign to exclude the farm buildings is not practical in this instance as three of the four buildings (buildings
2, 3, and 4) are in a state of disrepair and are a safety hazard. If project works were to exclude these buildings,
it is likely that they would only continue to deteriorate. Building 1 is not in a state of disrepair and its small size
makes it more manageable. Building 1 could be renovated and displayed somewhere within the new
subdivision as an acknowledgement of the history of the area. The building could also be relocated to another
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part of the project area that was more appropriate and publicly accessible. The retention and refurbishment
of building 1 would be a robust addition to the mitigation strategy.
As the location of any subsurface archaeological features and deposits are currently unknown it is not possible
to redesign project works to avoid them.
10.4 Avoid, minimise, and/or mitigate
In this instance avoiding demolition of three of the four wooden farm buildings is not practical. With the
exception of Building 1, the 19th century farm buildings are mostly in a damaged state of disrepair and are
unsafe. Any unidentified subsurface features will also be destroyed during project works as they cannot be
avoided if their location is unknown. It is proposed that the potential loss of archaeological information be
mitigated by recording any archaeological remains prior to destruction, including the 19th century farm
buildings. Where possible, damage to features will be minimised by only disturbing those areas necessary to
complete the works. Additionally, an archaeological management plan should be commissioned to guide the
archaeological recording and monitoring strategy for Stage 1 of the Bellgrove project.
With regard to the possible methods to mitigate the adverse effects of the proposal it should be noted that
“the recovery of information is a method of mitigating the loss of archaeological information, not for the loss
of the site itself” (HNZPT, 2019: 9). It is proposed that the potential loss of archaeological information be
mitigated by recording the archaeology affected by the proposed works. The implementation of an
archaeological management plan would identify areas of high, medium, and low archaeological risk. This
would determine which site earthworks should be monitored by an archaeologist and which areas were
considered appropriate to continue under an on-call procedure (OCP). Any archaeological material
encountered during works should be recorded and standard archaeological techniques should be used for
this. These include, but are not limited to, the following:
•
mapping the location of the find.
•
stratigraphic and plan drawing.
•
photography of any archaeological features.
•
measurements of any archaeological features.
•
recovery of archaeological samples.
•
analysis and investigation of any archaeological samples recovered.
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11 Conclusions and Recommendations
Four buildings and one ford feature of possible pre-1900 origin have been identified within the farmyard area
at Bellgrove, and there is potential for further unidentified subsurface archaeology to survive at the site. The
overall value of the site is considered to be moderate, with that value largely drawing from the homestead at
the centre of the property that will not be disturbed by the project works. While the effects to the farmstead
area would be negative and permanent, the employment of archaeological investigations, monitoring, and
recording of the buildings could provide information on the site. This would feed into the history of the
homestead and mitigate the damage.
As such, UOA makes the following recommendations:
1. As a first principle, every practical effort should be made to avoid damage to any archaeological site,
whether known, or discovered during any redevelopment of the site.
2. Serious consideration should be afforded to the retention of Building 1, either in its original (current)
position, elsewhere within the Belgrove heritage setting, or in a new location either on or off the
Bellgrove Subdivision.
3. An archaeological authority under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 should be
obtained from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga to cover the entirety of Stage 1 prior to any
modification of the site.
4. As current plans are conceptual, they are subject to minor changes. If plans were altered to propose
further demolitions or significant changes to the location, depth and extent of the proposed
earthworks the effect on archaeology may need to be reassessed.
5. The pre-1900 farm buildings that are to be demolished should be recorded both prior to and during
demolition, in accordance with an archaeological management plan. The recording shall be
undertaken to a minimum of Level II standard in accordance with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Guidelines (HNZPT 2018)
6. An archaeological management plan outlining the requirements for the archaeological monitoring and
recording should be commissioned by the authority holder. The plan should include a risk map that
indicate areas needing stand over monitoring.
7. If at any stage during the redevelopment Māori material is discovered, Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga should
be consulted in the first instance. If Māori material does exist in the area to be developed, damage to
this should be minimised. Any Māori artefacts will be, prima facie, property of the Crown and will be
submitted to the appropriate institutions.
8. On no account should any fossicking of the site be allowed, before, during, or after the earthworks,
and the site should be secure in a way to prevent this.
9. A full report on any archaeological material that is found should be prepared and submitted to
Heritage New Zealand within one year of the completion of archaeological site works.
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