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Introduction

Karaka North Village propose building a residential subdivision at 348 Linwood Road and 69a
Dyke Road (Lot 1 DP 536479, Lot 2 DP 536479). This proposal is for a fast-track consenting referred
project for subdivision of an 81 hectare block in Karaka North to create an integrated rural village
settlement, comprising residential development and a local centre at the intersection of Dyke,
Blackbridge and Linwood Roads. The application is for a subdivision of the land to create up to 850
residential sites, comprising medium density and more traditional residential development, the creation of residential superlots, a two hectare local centre, a community commercial venue building, and
an integrated network of large private open spaces.
Five archaeological sites recorded in the New Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) Site
Recording Scheme (SRS), are present in the immediate vicinity of the property, located on the esplanade reserve (Lot 19 DP 153672 and Lot 21 DP 154764) adjacent to the property, on Whangamaire
Stream. The sites are recorded as R12/234, R12/235, R12/1089, R12/1090, and R12/1091, and are all
midden sites. The applicant, Karaka North Village, has applied for resource consents for land-use and
subdivision, bulk earthworks and enabling works to provide the associated infrastructure; including
vested roads, and the provision of an on-site water treatment and wastewater treatment and disposal
system. An archaeological assessment of effects is required in support of resource-consent applications and potential archaeological authority applications to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
(HNZPT). Chris Lin of Karaka North Village commissioned this assessment from CFG Heritage.

1.1

Statutory Requirements

All archaeological sites, whether recorded or not, are protected by the provisions of the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 and may not be destroyed, damaged or modified
without an authority issued by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT).
An archaeological site is defined in the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 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).
The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 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 wellbeing of today’s communities while safeguarding the options of future generations.
The protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development is identified as a matter of national importance (Section 6f).
Historic heritage is defined as those natural and physical resources that contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures, derived from archaeological, architectural, cultural, historic, scientific, or technological qualities.
Historic heritage includes:
• historic sites, structures, places, and areas
• archaeological sites;
• sites of significance to Maori, including wahi tapu;
• surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources (RMA Section 2).

Figure 1. Map showing the location of the properties and recorded archaeological sites in the area.
These categories are not mutually exclusive and some archaeological sites may include above
ground structures or may also be places that are of significance to Maori.
Where resource consent is required for any activity the assessment of effects is required to
address cultural and historic heritage matters.
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Methodology

The New Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) Site Recording Scheme (SRS) was searched
for records of archaeological sites in the vicinity and incorporated into the Project GIS. Archaeological
site reports were accessed from the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) digital Library
and the New Zealand Heritage List (Rarangi Korero) was checked for additional historic sites. Old
maps and plans held by Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) were accessed using QuickMap. The
Auckland Cultural Heritage Index (CHI) was examined using their GeoMaps service. Soil types in the
area were identified from S-Maps online viewer maintained by Landcare Research (https://smap.landcareresearch.co.nz/app/).
The proposed works area was initially surveyed on foot on 6 December 2019 and 21 January
2020 by Hayley Glover of CFG Heritage Ltd. The primary focus of the survey was to relocate sites
R12/234, R12/235, R12/1089, R12/1090, and R12/1091 and determine their extent, and to identify any
unrecorded archaeological features which may be impacted by works. This was a visual assessment
only, supplemented with systematic probing. More intrusive methods such as test pitting were not
employed. On 18 May 2022 an additional site walkover was carried out with the goal of accessing
areas that were inaccessible in the original walkovers, and to re-inspect high risk areas to see whether
the visual archaeology had changed at all.
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Background

The Manukau Harbour is New Zealand’s second largest harbour, with an area of about 365 km2
and a shore length of approximately 460 km. It was formed by the development of a Quaternary
dune barrier (Awhitu Peninsula) that enclosed a large bay between Port Waikato and the Waitakere
Ranges (Kelly 2008: 3). The study area lies within the Manukau Lowlands, an area of relatively flat
land which is situated along the southern edge of the harbour. The property is located just west of
Whangamaire Stream (Glassons Creek), which flows out to the Pahurehure Inlet. The geology of the
area is dominated by late Pliocene and early Pleistocene non-marine sediments belonging to the
Puketoka formation of the Tauranga group (Edbrooke, 2001: 47). Soils on the property are primarily
well-drained silt loams and clays suitable for agriculture.

3.1

Pre-European Maori

The Papakura/Drury area and its surrounds were important to pre-European Maori settlement,
as a way to access inland areas from the harbour and vice-versa (Foster 2015). It was a significant area,
acting as a link between the Auckland Isthmus, the Waikato, and the Hauraki Gulf. A significant pa at
Maketu overlooked the Ararimu Track, the inland route to the Waikato (Clarke 1983) and the Hauraki
Gulf was accessed via an overland route through to present day Clevedon (Tatton 2007). Maori settlement would have been focussed around the shoreline of the Harbour and navigable waterways,
and in areas suitable for cultivation, like the foothills of the Hunua Ranges. Poorly drained areas of
the lowlands would have been less attractive for settlement, but would have been exploited for birds
and other wetland resources (Te Roopu Kaitiaki o Papakura 2010: 7; Tatton 2001: 45).

3.2

Historic

Missionaries had been travelling and staying with local Māori at Ōpaheke since 1834, and the
strategic location of the town was not lost on the colonial government. In 1842 the New Zealand
Government purchased land referred to as the Papakura Block from Te Ākitai and Ngāi Tai. This
land block had very vague boundaries but stretched from present day Papatoetoe to just south of
Papakura (Harlow et al. 2007; Murdoch 1990).
Near Karaka, Drury came to prominence during the New Zealand Wars when it was established as a military garrison. The access to the Manukau Harbour through the Pahurehure Inlet and its
location on the Great South Road meant the town served as a supply base and staging post for the
Waikato Wars. The military used the Pahurehure Inlet for access to Drury. Drury also hosted a commissariat redoubt (R12/756) and military redoubt (R12/123) across the creek to the east of the Bremner
Road SHA. The water access at Drury made it easy to get supplies from Onehunga, as these did not
need to travel down the Great South Road. Drury also hosted a headquarters for General Cameron’s
65th Regiment Camp (R12/755) (Cruickshank 2017).
In an effort to increase security, consolidate territorial gains and display a government presence, in 1864 the New Zealand Government encouraged South African and British Tradesmen and
agriculturalists to move to New Zealand by offering free 5 to 40 acre land blocks. These immigrants
were to occupy lands in the Waikato that had been confiscated following the Waikato campaigns.
The scheme did not take off as planned, after the promised financial incentives were not provided
(Morris 1965, cited in Cruickshank 2017). Some of the immigrants who took part in the scheme resided
in Onehunga’s military barracks, in redoubts across Papakura, or under canvas until moving to other
towns (Horsman 1971: 121, cited in Cruickshank 2017).
The most significant impact on the local economy was the discovery of a coal seam in Drury.
Although there are conflicting reports as to who discovered the coal (Murdoch 1990; Harlow et al.
2007), the introduction of this industry spurred development in the area which included an associated clay industry.
Henry Chamberlain purchased a block of land which included the coal mines in 1866 (Platts
1971, cited in Cruickshank 2017). He then sold the land to the “Mawhinney Brothers of Drury” (Coalfield
HAyley Glover		
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Notes, PDHS) and the two industries quickly became established. However, coal mining in Drury was
short lived once the coalfields at Huntly were discovered and proved to be more productive. The
location of the first brickworks for clay processing at Drury is unknown, however the business shut
down around 1910. Clay pit extraction remained a profitable business that resulted in the construction of Drury Potter and Fireclay Works, a “large building with a 70-foot-high chimney to be erected
on the property belonging to the Mawhinney family”, where the extracted clay was processed for
pottery. This aided the development of the pottery industry in Drury (Coalfield Notes, PDHS). The
business operated until around 1930 when an Auckland firm purchased the company and shut it
down (Auckland–Waikato Historical Journal April 1984: 19, cited in Harlow et al. 2007).
Following the success of the clay works and the coal mining, four basalt quarries were established in the area near Elizabeth Place (R12/675). At least two of these appear to have been linked to
the clay works by a road or tramway. These appear to have been small scale operations which mainly
provided kerbstones for the Auckland market.
In Karaka, gum digging was also an industry of interest; Wiley (1939: 67) notes that gum was
gathered at “…Karaka, Waiau Pa and Glenbrook.” Other records confirm gum diggers “extensively
working the land over” in Karaka (Letter from Mrs. John Glasson to a sister in-law, 26 June 1858, KHS;
Memoir of Jessie Fraser, KHS). This suggests that the work area falls within a zone of kauri gum extraction and gum digging may have occurred near the properties. Other early industries in the area were
mainly timber felling and milling, land clearance, pastoral farming and agriculture (Harlow et. al. 2007).

3.3

Archaeological Background

Previous archaeological research in the area has been limited and there has never been a largescale archaeological survey in the Manukau Lowlands. Recent increases in proposed housing developments in the outskirts of Auckland have, however, led to a number of localised archaeological surveys (Clough 2000; Cruickshank 2017; Foster 2007; Foster 2014; Foster 2015), including for the Auranga
Development (Cruickshank et al. 2016, 2017; Cruickshank 2015).
Although survey has been limited in the area, there is still a noticeable lack of archaeological sites within the lowland areas of the Manukau Harbour. Murdoch (1988) argued that the limited
environmental resources of the landscape would not have sustained a large standing population,
but rather would have been exploited for wetland resources such as eel and waterfowl, and this was
reiterated by Tatton (2001). These types of activities are unlikely to provide much of an archaeological
footprint, but remnants of eel weirs and small temporary camps and associated cooking areas could
still exist in places.
Within 2 km of the property, there are 51 recorded archaeological sites related to pre-European
Māori occupation, and with the exception of one midden site (R12/236), these are exclusively located
on the banks of Whangamaire Stream. 43 of these are shell middens, 3 are pā, 2 are urupā, 2 are pit/
terrace sites, and 1 is an artefact find site. While it is expected that a higher density of sites would be
present on waterways, a complete lack of sites inland of the harbour is not an accurate representation of settlement patterns, and can be attributed primarily to a lack of archaeological research in the
area. The use of the area for farming in the past 150 years would have also modified the landscape
considerably. As wetlands are drained and turned into farmland, any highpoints would have been
cut and used to fill hollows, and the area would have been extensively ploughed to encourage plant
growth. This would obscure any surface evidence of archaeological sites.

4

Field survey

The property was surveyed on foot by Hayley Glover of CFG Heritage Ltd on 6 December 2019.
This was a visual survey supplemented by probing. Unfortunately, as the ground was extremely dry
and hard on the day of this site visit, probing was ineffective in many areas. The survey focussed
specifically on areas where ground was exposed by animal rutting, burrows, stock movement, tracks,
and around creek/streams where possible. Some paddocks were not accessible (see Figure 3), pri-
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Figure 2. Areas surveyed, including inaccessible paddocks.

Figure 3. View south of one of the paddocks in the south of the property.
HAyley Glover		
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Figure 4. Depression 1, view east. Photo scale = 1 m.

Figure 5. Test pit at depression 1, no evidence of archaeology encountered.
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Figure 6. Depression 2, view east.

Figure 7. Test pits at depression 2, no evidence of archaeology encountered.
HAyley Glover		
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marily due to stock, and in these cases the paddocks were viewed from the fences for any landforms
suggestive of archaeology.
The property has been farmed since before 1940, and has rolling hills and evidence of small
streams which are no longer present, with the grounds overall sloping towards the Whangamaire
Stream, which forms the western boundary of the property. A small tributary runs through the property, extending from the north-western corner. Though the ground was very hard and dry on the
date of the survey, several areas near Whangamaire Stream showed evidence of pugging, suggesting
that low-lying areas can get waterlogged during wet weather. All farm buildings and sheds were
clearly of modern construction. There was no evidence of any historic buildings.
Two slight depressions were noted in the ground in the south of the property (Figure 3). The
first of these was approximately 1.5 x 1.5 m, and approximately 100 mm deep at most where it cut
into the slope. Two spade-width test pits were dug at the boundaries of the depression. The ground
was extremely dry, with very fine-grained friable soils. A thin layer of grey/brown topsoil was present,
ranging from 150 to less than 50 mm. Below this was a hard clayey soil, golden in colour. There were
no discernible differences in the soil within and without the depression, and it is unlikely that this is
of an archaeological origin. This pit is probably the result of bull rutting.
The second depression was approximately 2 x 2 m in area and was much shallower. Most grass
in the area was extremely dry and brown, but the grass in the depression was green. This depression
was slightly upslope from a channel with fresh grass heading towards Whangamaire Stream. Older
aerial imagery shows that this pit is at the end of a tributary which led towards to the stream, so the
depression and different vegetation will be a result of that. Three test pits were dug to confirm that
no evidence of archaeology was present. There were no discernible differences in the soil around the
depression, though all of the soil was darker and moister than the soil from the first depression. This
appears to be a natural form, and it is unlikely to be of archaeological origin.

Figure 8. Aerial photo from 1960 showing the small creeks entering the Whangamaire Stream.
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Figure 9. Aerial imagery from 1960 showing clear stream banks at the property.

Figure 10. Aerial imagery from 1981 showing mangrove growth.
HAyley Glover		
CFG Heritage Ltd

11

Figure 11. View north-west of mangroves near location of R12/234.

Figure 12. Vegetation on eastern bank of Whangamaire Stream.
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4.1

R12/234

R12/234 is a midden site recorded by Simmons in 1979, located on the eastern bank of
Whangamaire Stream (Figure 2). A 5 cm lens of tuangi (Austrovenus stutchburyi) was located under
5 cm of topsoil in a bank, extending for a distance of 6 m. The midden reappeared in three separate
places around the point on which it is located, with gaps where tidal erosion and damage from cattle
has occurred. In these sections the lens is 50–100 mm thick and beneath 300–400 mm of topsoil. This
site was revisited in 2010 by Robinson, Ford and Carter. They identified a 4 m midden in a 1 m bank,
eroding into the tidal zone and covered with gorse and scrub. The soil matrix was identified as dark
black and rich in charcoal.
This site was unable to be relocated as the stream banks are now densely forested with mangroves. Aerial photos show that the stream banks were clear until the mid-late 1970s, with mangroves
beginning to appear in a photo from 1981 (Figure 9 and Figure 10). This site is situated in the esplanade reserve and should be outside the extent of works.

4.2

R12/235

R12/235 is another midden site on the eastern bank of Whangamaire Stream (Figure 2). It was
originally recorded in 1979 by Simmons as scattered tuangi in a bank, revealed by erosion from cattle.
The extent was unable to be determined due to very thick undergrowth. The location of the site was
updated by Molloy in 2011 to be more accurate.
This site was also unable to be relocated as the stream banks were inaccessible due to dense
vegetation (Figure 12). This site should be outside the scope of works as it is situated within the vegetation on the esplanade reserve.

Figure 13. View west of the location of R12/1089, between the fence and the 1 m photo scale.
HAyley Glover		
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4.3

R12/1089

Another midden site on the eastern bank of Whangamaire Stream is R12/1089 (Figure 2),
recorded in 2013 by Foster. The midden is entirely subsurface, covering an area of approximately 10 x
10 m, extending to the top of the stream bank. The midden is not visible in the bank. The midden is
comprised of small cockle shells, about 50–100 mm deep.
This site was relocated by probing. No surface evidence was visible (Figure 13). Shell was
identified across an area of approximately 5 x 6 m, approximately 100 mm below the surface. The
effectiveness of probing was limited as the ground was extremely hard and dry, and it is likely that
the midden extends beyond what was observed during the site visit. From what was identified, the
deposit was densest in the northern section, and much sparser south of this. The identified shell is all
located within the esplanade reserve, but it is possible that additional deposits extend further on to
the property.

4.4

R12/1090

R12/1090 was also recorded in 2013 by Foster as a midden on the northern side of a flat topped
spur, above a small creek off Whangamaire Stream. The midden was comprised of very fragmented
tuangi and some mud snail (Amphibola crenata), approximately 100 mm below the surface. Shell is
visible in a 10 m long section at the top of a steep scarp. The midden covers an area of approximately
8 x 11 m.
This site was relocated. The shell scatter along the northern edge of the spur was visible,
extending for 10–15 m, with shell visible on the surface covering an area of approximately 45 m2
(Figure 14). Most of the shell was fragmented, and the vast majority of the shell was tuangi, with very
small amounts of rock oyster (Saccostrea glomerata) and mud snail. Several bones were present on

Figure 14. Shell scatter of R12/1090 on scarp. Photo scale = 1 m.
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Figure 15. Cattle remains in scrub next to shell scatter. Photo scale = 1 m.
the shell scatter, with lots of bones in the scrub immediately adjacent to this (Figure 15). These are
not archaeological, but are the remains of cattle from the farm which likely got trapped or stranded
in a flood.
The flat top of the spur was extremely hard and probing was completely ineffective, so the
extent of the subsurface midden deposit could not be determined. Two extremely small scatters of
shell were noted on this surface. The extent of the flat top of the spur was mapped as an indicator of
the maximum likely extent of the deposit, though other undetected deposits may be present in the
surrounding areas. The bulk of visible shell from this site is present on the property itself, not within
the esplanade reserve, and the spur with subsurface deposits also extends beyond the esplanade
reserve, onto the property.

4.5

R12/1091

R12/1091 is another midden site recorded by Foster in 2013. This site is a small distance back
from the stream bank itself (Figure 2). The midden was located over an area of approximately 2 x 2 m,
near a farm fence. The site is very close to R12/235 and may be part of that site, but dense vegetation
meant that Foster was unable to relocate R12/235, which was originally recorded as being at the edge
of the stream.
This site was relocated by probing; no surface evidence was present. Shell was approximately
100–200 mm below the surface across an area of approximately 2 x 2 m. Due to dense vegetation it
was not possible to ascertain whether this deposit was related to R12/235.

HAyley Glover		
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4.6

Summary

Three of the five recorded sites on the property and adjacent esplanade reserve were relocated
(R12/1089, R12/1090, and R12/1091). R12/234 and R12/235 were unable to be accessed due to dense
vegetation on the stream banks and were therefore not relocated. Unfortunately, probing was of
limited effectiveness due to the hardness of the ground on the day of survey, but the approximate
extents of R12/1089 and R12/1091 were recorded, and the extent of visible shell at R12/1090 was
recorded. No additional archaeological sites were recorded. Two sites (R12/1089 and R12/1090) are
located on or near the property and could be affected by works.

4.7

Additional site visit

The site was revisited in May 2022 by Hayley Glover and Chris Lin to visit those locations that
were previously inaccessible, marked in red in Figure 2. No evidence of archaeological features or
material was noted. These paddocks were all relatively flat with no strong ridgelines or spurs, and
exposed soils were sterile with no evidence of archaeology.
The middens along the Whangamaire Stream were also revisited in this walkover. Middens
R12/1089, R12/1090, and R12/1091 were relocated using a probe and found to be in much the same
condition as in the previous site visit, though shell at R12/1090 was continuing to erode out of the
scarp as a result of heavy rainfall and cattle activity. The extents of these sites were marked out during
the site visit, with a buffer of approximately 20 m, and were fenced off using temporary fencing to
ensure that no accidental damage takes place during construction in surrounding areas.
Earthworks had taken place in the southern / south-eastern part of the property, including
topsoil stripping and haul road construction, as well as the construction of several stormwater ponds.
No evidence of disturbed archaeology was visible in the exposed ground, but all excavations were
through to the clay with no visible topsoil remaining. Works had been monitored by mana whenua
representatives who did not report any suspected archaeological features / material. The approximate extent of earthworks is marked below (Figure 16).

5

Assessment

The following assessment of values and significance relate only to archaeological values. Other
interested parties, in particular mana whenua, may hold different values regarding the site.

5.1

Assessment of values

The two middens that may be affected by the proposed subdivision, R12/1089 and R12/1090,
are assessed together
Condition The middens have been affected by ploughing and erosion but both appear to be in
good condition with subsurface midden remaining in-situ.
Rarity
Midden sites are a very common site regionally and nationally.
Context
The middens should be considered as having high contextual values, as they relate to
the wider archaeological context in the area and can be used as an indicator of where
larger scale archaeological landscapes may exist.
Information Middens provide information about the subsistence, resource use, dietary patterns, and
residential patterns of pre-European Maori populations. If charcoal or other datable
material is found within a secure context, it could provide temporal information about
the use of the features.
Cultural
Cultural values can only be assessed by mana whenua
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Figure 16. Marked up map of property showing approximate extent of earthworks that have taken place
in yellow.

5.2

Assessment of effects

Archaeological features identified in the field are largely limited to the western side of the
property, with three of the sites appearing to be confined to the esplanade reserve (R12/234, R12/235,
and R12/1091). These sites will not be affected by the proposed works.
Works along the western edge of the property will involve minor landscaping, tree planting,
and the creation of informal, mown grass walking tracks. While the extent of R12/1089 seems to be
primarily within the Esplanade Reserve, it is very close to the property boundary (less than 10 m) and
it is possible that additional undetected deposits extend onto the property. The visible extent of the
shell midden and flat-topped spur from R12/1090 straddle this boundary, but are in large part on the
property. Continued walking over this area would have a negative effect on the site and damage the
midden.

5.3

Mitigation of effects

Works will avoid the known extents of the middens relocated during the site visit. Middens
within the highly vegetated, fenced off section of the esplanade reserve will be left as is, and are
beyond the scope of works. Those identified in the farmland will be avoided during works, being
fenced off by an archaeologist to prevent the area being used for lay downs, spoil, parking, etc.
However, it is possible that the deposits extend further than was identified in the field and that additional undetected deposits are present in areas where ground disturbance is planned. After works
are completed, it would be ideal to permanently fence off the known extents of the midden features,
then leave them undisturbed in their current state. Where midden is eroding out of a slope, as with
R12/1090, planting on top of the midden under supervision of an archaeologist is recommended to
HAyley Glover		
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stabilise the deposit and prevent future erosion. The best option for long-term stabilisation is usually
low growing or ground-cover shrubs as recommended by Jones (2007).
In order to mitigate potential damage to these sites during works, any earth disturbance
taking place within 50 m of Whangamaire Stream and within 20 m of the known extents of middens
R12/1090 and R12/1089, should be monitored by an archaeologist (Figure 17).

Figure 17. Map showing areas requiring archaeological monitoring in yellow.
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6

Recommendations

These recommendations are only made on the basis of the archaeological values that have
been outlined above. Any other values associated with special interest groups, including tangata
whenua, can only be determined by them. It is recommended that:
• an authority to destroy, damage or modify archaeological sites R11/1089 and R11/1090 and
any other archaeological features that may be encountered within the identified works areas
be applied for from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) under Section 44 of the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014;
• an Archaeological Management Plan be prepared to accompany the authority application, which sets out appropriate methods for managing any effects on the sites during
construction;
• note that this is a legal requirement;
• no authority should be applied for without consultation with the appropriate tangata
whenua authorities; evidence of consultation, and views expressed, will be required by
HNZPT, and will be taken into account when making a decision about the granting of the
authority
• note that the application process may take up to 20 working days from the date of lodgement, and following issue there is a period of 15 working days during which works affecting
the site cannot commence to allow for appeals to the Environment Court;
• appropriate tikanga (protocols) should be followed during works – mana whenua may make
recommendations outlining these;
• in the event of koiwi (human remains) being uncovered during any future construction, work
should cease immediately and the appropriate tangata whenua authorities should be contacted so that suitable arrangements can be made;
• since archaeological survey cannot always detect sites of traditional significance to Maori, or
wahi tapu, the appropriate tangata whenua authorities should be consulted regarding the
possible existence of such sites, and the recommendations in this report.
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