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GLOSSARY

C14 Dating method using the deterioration of Carbon 14 isotopes 
in living organisms

Firescoop Fireplace used for various reasons (cooking, warming, etc.)
Hāngī Subterranean cooking oven using heated stones
Hapū Māori sub-tribe, part of a larger tribal federation (iwi)
Iwi Māori tribe, composed of smaller hapū sub-units
Kai moana Seafood exploited by Māori, including fish, shell fish and

crustaceans 
Kāinga Māori undefended open settlement
Kaumātua Male elder(s) of a hapū
Kuia Female elder(s) of a hapū
Midden Refuse from a settlement, mainly shell fish
Noa Ordinary or profane.  The opposite of tapu
Pā A site fortified with earthworks and palisade defences.  Modern

meaning differs from the archaeological use of the word.
Pit Rectangular excavated pit used to store crops by Māori
Posthole Archaeological remains of a post used for various reasons
Rohe Settlement area of a Māori hapū
Rua A subterranean pit used to store crops by Māori
Terrace A platform cut into the hill slop used for habitation or 

cultivation
Tapu To be sacred, prohibited, restricted or set apart.  The opposite 

of noa
Urupā Burial ground
Wāhi tapu Sites of spiritual significance to Māori
Whare Traditionally built Māori sleeping house

Table 1: List of archaeological terms that may be referenced in text.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

• The Horowhenua coast has been occupied for more than 700 years with permanent or 
semi-permanent settlements predominantly concentrated along the coastal margins until 
completion of the inland Wellington-Manawatu railway line in 1886.

• The Historic Places Act 1993 defines the year 1900 as the upper boundary for the application
of blanket protection to archaeological sites, leaving a short window of opportunity/risk 
for qualifying sites of European occupation to be afforded this protection.

• Archaeological sites relating to Māori occupation may be found anywhere within the 
landscape, sites relating to later European settlement are likely to be clustered towards the 
railway and early roads.

• The risk of modification, damage or destruction to archaeological sites is greatest in the
vicinity of Ohau village, though sites have also been identified along the length of the
railway alignment.

• Option 4A presents the greatest risk to archaeological sites, though further research is 
required to determine nature of the risks associated with Te Wera-a-Whango clearing.

• Options 7A and T have the lowest known risk, however there remains an underlying 
unknown risk throughout large portions of their routes.

• Further research is required to determine the location, extent and nature of archaeological 
risks.

PROPOSED ROUTE RATING
Option 3C 0
Option 4A -- / 0
Option 5A 0
Option 6A +
Option 7A ++
Option T +
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INTRODUCTION

MWH New Zealand Ltd, on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, instructed inSite 
Archaeology Ltd to conduct a preliminary archaeological survey and assessment in support of 
the statutory decision-making process that is required under the Resource Management Act 1991 
in order to demonstrate that alternatives have been considered for the upgrade and connection 
of State High 1 (SH1) and State Highway 57 (SH57).  Six alternative connection options have 
been provided for this analysis, each route beginning north of Manakau and terminating to the 
south of Levin along existing SH1 and SH57 alignments (Figure 1). This project falls within 
the Otaki to north of Levin portion of the Wellington Northern Corridor, part of the Roads of 
National Significance project (Agency, 2013).

The proposed upgrades between Manakau and Levin are based around improvements to 
the existing SH1 alignment and river crossings.  State Highway 1 currently traverses inland 
Horowhenua on a northeast alignment over alluvial gravels, deposited by the Manawatu, Ohau, 
Waikawa, and Otaki rivers, along the western margins of the foothills of the Tararua Ranges 
(Figure 1).  Four of six options (3C, 4A, 5A, and 6A) look to re-align SH1 on a path parallel 
and to the west of the existing main trunk rail line.  A fifth option (7A) follows the existing
SH1 alignment south of Kuku East Road and extends on this northeast alignment to form a 
more direct connection with SH57 at Arapaepae Road, with a separate connection to Ohau 
following a new alignment running parallel and to the east of the existing SH1.  The sixth 
option (T) follows the path of Option 7A to Ohau village (without the direction connection to 
SH57 at Arapaepae Road), and north of Ohau follows the 3C alignment to connect with SH57 
at Kimberley Road.  Option T was proposed at a very late stage in the preparation of this report 
and has not been analysed to the same extent as the other options and is not illustrated in any of 
the figures prepared for this report.

The assessment presented here was undertaken to identify any recorded and unrecorded 
archaeological remains in the vicinity of the proposed upgrades and to assess the likelihood 
that any selected option may result in modification, damage or destruction to archaeological
sites.  The results of this research are presented below.

This survey and report do not necessarily include the location of wāhi tapu and/or sites of 
cultural or spiritual significance to the local Maori community who may need to be consulted
for any information or concerns they may have regarding the proposed works.

SATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Under the Historic Places Act 1993 (HPA) all archaeological sites are protected from any 
modification, damage or destruction. The HPA defines an archaeological site as:
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“Any place in New Zealand that 

(a) Either -

(i) was associated with human activity that occurred before 1900; or

(ii) is the site of the wreck of any vessel where that wreck occurred before 1900; 
and

(b) is, or may be, able through investigation by archaeological methods to provide evidence 
relating to the history of New Zealand. “ (HPA section 2)

To be protected under the HPA an archaeological site must have physical remains that predate 
1900 and that can be investigated by scientific archaeological techniques. Most archaeological
evidence consists of sub-surface remains that are often not visible on the ground surface as 
indications of an archaeological site are often very subtle and hard to distinguish from either 
natural or later features. Sub-surface excavations on a suspected archaeological site can only 
take place where authorized by the NZHPT.

Under Section 6 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) it is stated that the protection 
of historic heritage is a matter of national importance,

“In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under 
it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical 
resources, shall recognise and provide for the following matters of national importance:

• [...]

• (f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and 
development.”

“Historic heritage” is defined in the RMA as being “those natural and physical resources that
contribute to an understanding and appreciation of New Zealand’s history and cultures” and 
includes archaeological, architectural, cultural, historic, scientific and technological qualities.
It includes historic sites, structures, places and areas; archaeological sites, sites of significance
to Maori including wāhi tapu; and surroundings associated with the natural and physical 
resources.

This assessment considers only archaeological sites as defined in the HPA.
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METHODOLOGY

In exploring the likelihood for the proposed upgrades to result in the modification, damage or
destruction of archaeological sites, it is important to consider the potential for both known and 
unknown sites to be affected by the works. If there is sufficient knowledge about the character
and distribution of the ‘known’ archaeological record then it may be possible to infer somewhat 
reliable predictions about the character and distribution of the unknown archaeological record. 
With this in mind a preliminary review of publicaly available sources of information relating to 
the archaeological record within the study area was undertaken.

The New Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) maintains a record of registered 
archaeological sites in New Zealand through the Archaeological Site Recording Scheme, and 
while it is reasonably comprehensive the scheme is not a perfect record in that not all known 
sites are registered with the association.  Therefore the absence of sites in the association’s 
records cannot be used as a guide to the absence of known archaeological sites, to say nothing 
of the unknown.  A review of the records held by the NZAA found there were no registered 
archaeological sites within the study area. 

In the absence of existing site records, the best source of archaeological information is the 
landscape itself, where in-the-field observation of subtle variations in surface topography or
diffuse scatters of material culture may suggest the presence of further features below the 
surface.  Unfortunately this was not possible as widespread land access was not available for 
this study.  As a result this research has taken on a desktop analysis / literature review approach 
to the evaluation of the proposed upgrades.  Additionally, due to the absence of any serious 
academic attempts to examine the archaeology of this region, particularly with regards to Māori 
occupation, the study area for this assessment was expanded beyond the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed upgrade routes to encompass the entire landscape within 2km of the new roads’ 
centrelines (Figure 2).  Expanding the study area provides greater scope to identify the patterns 
of site distribution in the wider landscape that might otherwise not be identified with a more
restricted analysis.

There are four primary sources of information that have been utilised in this report, supplemented 
by occasional reference to other sources.  First among these is testimony from Māori Land 
Court hearings, dating to the late 19th and early 20th century, which provides valuable insight 
into the settlement patterns and everyday lives of Māori in the region.  While the strength of 
these records is their detail and comprehensive coverage of the region, testimony pertaining 
to the study area runs to many hundreds, if not thousands, of pages that cannot be adequately 
covered in a report of this scope.  Instead this report has focused on testimony relating to land 
located in the vicinity of the Ohau River and village to better clarify the risks associated with 
alternative SH1 to SH57 connections that pass through this area, though even the substantial 
bulk of this evidence was only selectively reviewed.

The second primary source, and the most useful of all sources, is first-hand accounts and
observations of travel through the study region, predominantly published in the latter half of 



13

1

57

LEVIN

MANAKAU

0 1 2 3 4
km

OHAU

Figure 2: Historic 1942 orthographic aerial photo coverage of assessed landscape, showing 
extent of assessment (white boundary), existing highways and railway alignment.



14 inSite Archaeology Ltd

the 19th century in local newspapers.  The most useful of these anonymous accounts describe 
journeys on the Wellington-Manawatu railway at the time of its construction in the 1880s.  
These articles are of particular use in evaluating upgrade options that run parallel to the existing 
main trunk railway line.  Although these articles are often somewhat vague in terms of details, 
they provide a reliable account of Māori and European occupation in the vicinity of the railway 
during the late 19th century.

The remaining two sources date from the latter part of the first half of the 20th century and
suffer for their relative temporal isolation from the period concerned, though they go some way 
to make up for this by the breadth of their coverage.  The first of these is Leslie Adkin’s 1948
ethno-historical analysis of Māori place names in the Horowhenua, which extends from Otaki 
in the south to Foxton and Tokomaru in the north.  Adkin’s research is particularly valuable 
because it is based on information passed on by individuals with first-hand knowledge of these
places – or individuals descended within a generation or two from those who had first-hand
knowledge – and it records the name and location of places in the landscape that have meaning 
for Māori, often with reference to particular activities that were undertaken and the people who 
were directly connected to them.  However, although many of the places that Adkin records fit
the definition of an archaeological site, his research is not archaeologically focused.  Adkin is
generally more concerned with recording historical narratives than the minutiae of the material 
traces of those narratives.  In this regard Adkin’s research is somewhat biased towards higher 
order sites that were the focus of large scale group activities.

The fourth and final primary source used in this research is an historical orthographic aerial
photo coverage dating to 1942, supplied by New Zealand Aerial Mapping (Figure 2).  Analysis 
of this photographic coverage has looked to identify the remains of surface features that may 
potentially be related to early Māori, or 19th century European, occupation in the landscape, 
with all visible standing structures, particularly housing, analysed for attributes that may indicate 
a 19th century origin.

From the analysis of the above primary sources, and a number of secondary supporting 
documents, a draft assessment of land parcel archaeological potential was produced for the 
study region (Figure 3).  The assessment is presented as a draft because of the circumstances that 
require its production from a highly selective analysis of available data.  Here archaeological 
potential is defined as being an estimate of the probability of there being archaeological sites
– of any nature – on any given land parcel within the study area.  This potential may not be 
uniformly distributed over any given land parcel, it may be concentrated in one particular area, 
but for ease of reference and the sake of conservatism the highest potential value is applied to 
the entire land parcel.  Low values indicate a reduced likelihood of there being archaeological 
sites on a selected land parcel, and high values indicate an increased probability.  For the most 
part archaeological potential reflects the historic reality of landscape occupational intensity
increasing towards the west and the trend for sites – irrespective of distance from the coast – to 
be located within a general proximity to water sources.  High potential land parcels indicate 
known centres of Māori settlement and cultivation, or late 19th century settlements of Māori 
and European character.  The plan of archaeological potential is provided to give an idea of the 
broad trends in archaeological site distribution.
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of the probability of archaeological sites being present on a selected land parcel.
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The category of archaeological potential defines the archaeological record in a very generalised
and broad fashion.  It does not reflect the probability that known or potential archaeological
sites will be damaged or destroyed by construction of the proposed upgrades.  For example, a 
proposed upgrade may cross a land parcel of high archaeological potential but be of low risk 
due to the archaeology being located away from the construction corridor, or of an ephemeral 
nature that is unlikely have to survived deposition.  Conversely, a proposed route may pass over 
multiple parcels of lower potential, but have an elevated risk of encountering archaeological 
sites if there are known to be sites in the region and their general location is unclear.  The risk 
that any one upgrade option may result in damage or destruction to archaeological sites, the 
archaeological risk, is directly discussed in the pages below, following the general historical 
background that is presented next.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The bountiful natural resources of the Horowhenua coast have attracted many occupants, from 
the first Māori who arrived almost one thousand years ago, through to the 19th century settlers
of largely British extraction.  In general the history of settlement in this region, both Māori and 
European, can be divided into two broad phases.  The first covers all settlement that predates
the completion of the Wellington-Manawatu railway in 1886, and the second covers the period 
of settlement that post-dates its establishment.  Following the completion of the railway, located 
approximately 7km inland from the coast (see Figures 1 and 2), the surrounding forestry was 
rapidly cleared by the incoming settlers in order to fulfil their obligations to the government that
the land be ‘improved’ (Dreaver, 1984:167).  With improvement to goods transport provided 
by the railway and new land for settlement created through felling of the forest, the focus 
of settlement gravitated inland.  However, prior to this the dense virgin forest ensured that 
settlement was concentrated along the coastal margins amongst the more open and accessible 
dune belt. 

Radiocarbon (C14) determinations from coastal sites to the north and south show that Māori 
have occupied this part of the New Zealand coast for more than 700 years (see reference dates 
WK1757 and NZ0682 from the NZ Radiocarbon Database, at www.radiocarbondating.com).  
Māori were drawn by the diverse environmental range within a relatively compressed landscape 
between the coast and the Tararua Ranges that held an equally diverse mix of faunal and floral
resources (Bevan sen., 1907:10-11; O’Donnell, 1929:5).  Archaeological finds and Māori oral
histories indicate multiple migrations into the region – either by conquest or assimilation – in 
the period before colonisation by the British Crown (Adkin, 1948:108-29), though the evidence 
for this has not yet been given a serious academic treatment.  The most recent of these Māori 
migrations dates to the 1820s when the Ngati-Toa, led by their renowned chief Te Rauparaha, 
succeeded by conquest to land that was previously occupied by the Muaupoko.  Today, mana 
whenua for the land under discussion (see Figure 2) falls to the descendants of those iwi that 
were gifted land in the Horowhenua by Ngati-Toa for their assistance in the conquest of this 
territory.  In particular, mana now resides with the hapū of Ngati Raukawa.
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The first Europeans to settle on the Horowhenua coast were predominantly whalers or traders
who arrived in the early decades of the 19th century (Bevan sen., 1907:18).  These hardy settlers 
lived nearby the Māori settlements among the coastal dune belt and with whom they traded for 
raw materials that could be on sold in the Wakefield settlements or exported to the booming
markets in Sydney (Bevan sen., 1907:24; Dreaver, 1984:34).  In contrast to other parts of the 
country, for example, Taranaki (see Adamson, 2012), the relationship between settler and Māori 
was relatively harmonious – barring occasional minor incidences (Bevan sen., 1907). With the 
establishment of the Wellington-Manawatu railway these settlers moved inland to be nearer the 
primary trade route, along with an influx of new settlers attracted by the vast tracts of land made
available by the government along the railways extent.  These new inland settlements are the 
present day townships of Levin, Ohau and Manakau.

Due to the land cover in the selected study area being dense virgin forest prior to the 1880s, it 
is expected that any archaeological sites from this period – of either Māori of European origin 
– are likely to have a dispersed distribution and be of a limited size that is constrained by the 
area of the forest clearings in which they were probably located.  In contrast, sites relating to or 
post-dating the completion of the Wellington-Manawatu railway are likely to be concentrated 
in general proximity to the line and may also cover a much greater area, as was allowed by the 
clearing of the bush.  However, the archaeological risks associated with this period of settlement 
are somewhat reduced by the fact that it is only the archaeology of the first 14 years of settlement
after the establishment of the railway that are afforded statutory protection under the HPA.  The 
following pages examine the archaeological history of the study region in more detail and 
describe the archaeological risks associated with each of the proposed upgrade options.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RISK 
ASSESSSMENTS

In the preceding pages archaeological potential was defined as an estimate of the probability
of archaeological sites being found on a given land parcel, irrespective of the probability 
that these sites may be modified or destroyed by the proposed upgrades.  The following
discussion introduces the complementary concept of archaeological risk, which is an estimate 
of the likelihood that the earthworks for a given upgrade option will result in the modification,
damage, or destruction of archaeological sites.  Low values of archaeological risk indicate a low 
probability of encountering archaeological sites, and high values indicate a greater probability.  
While this definition refers to the potential impact of the earthworks of the proposed upgrades
on an individual basis, for the purposes of this report it makes more sense to deal with this risk, 
at least initially, on a collective basis.

As Figure 1 illustrates, each of the proposed upgrades shares substantial portions of their planned 
route with one or more other options; either exactly or in very close proximity.  Coupled with 
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the inherent uncertainties in the distribution of both the known and unknown archaeological 
record, it is far more practical to approach the quantification of archaeological risk on a shared
zonal basis (Figure 4).  The seven risk assessment zones defined below narrow the study area
previously defined to focus on the potential archaeological risks in the immediate vicinity of
the proposed upgrades.  The zones are ordered from south to north, with the arrangement and 
referencing of the content in each zone similarly ordered, unless otherwise noted.

As previously discussed, Option T was introduced at a late stage in the assessment process and 
has not been individually assessed to a similar level as the five preceding options.   However,
this has not proved to be a significant obstacle as Option T is a composite of Options 3C and 7A
that are analysed in the following discussion.  Option T follows the path of 7A through Zones 
1, 3, 4, and 5, but without the direct connection from Kuku to SH57 at Arapaepae Road through 
Zones 3, 4, and 7.  From Zone 5, Option T follows the path of 3C through Zones 5, 6, and 7 to 
join SH57 at Kimberley Road.  Unless otherwise noted, risk assessments for Options 3C and 
7A in the preceding zones also double for Option T.

Following the summary of these zonal assessments, an assessment of the archaeological risk for 
each option in toto is provided in the Concluding Remarks.

Zone 1:  North of Manakau to North Bank of the Waikawa River
 Medium Risk

The proposed upgrades for this zone begin north of Manakau village and follow the existing 
alignment of SH1, running parallel to the west of the main trunk rail line, from the point where 
it crosses the Mangahuia Stm (Figure 5).  All six routes follow the existing highway to the 
intersection with North Manakau Road.  At this point Options 7A and T diverge approximately 
500m inland to the north east, crossing the main trunk rail line and a small stream in the process.  
The remaining routes continue along the existing SH1 alignment, but diverge from this path to 
follow the alignment of the main trunk rail line at the point where SH1 shifts to the north east 
to cross the Waikawa River: approximately opposite the intersection of Whakahoro Road.  This 
section of Options 4A, 5A, and 6A continues parallel to the rail alignment for 450m north of the 
point where they cross the Waikawa River.  Option 3C continues for the same distance north of 
the Waikawa River but begins to taper to the west away from the rail line.  

All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described above are assessed as having a 
medium risk of resulting in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological sites. 
There are a small number of general archaeological risks, and one specific risk relating to a high

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C X
Option 4A X
Option 5A X
Option 6A X
Option 7A X
Option T X
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value site with a known location, associated with the proposed upgrades for Zone 1.  

Before the construction of the railway this area was densely forested, therefore it is unlikely 
there were any large and intensively occupied sites related to Māori occupation in the area prior 
to this period.  Birding seems to have been a common activity in this area.  Adkin (1948:153) 
records the name of an extensive patch of bush, Te Hia-maru, to the west of the present rail 
line that was a favoured location for acquiring the native wood pidgeon, and to the east at Pari-
kawau, shags.  Small low density sites related to Māori birding activities may be encountered 
in this zone, particularly in the vicinity of the Mangahuia stream, the Waikawa River and its 
tributaries, and other water bodies.  

It is also possible that Māori cultivation sites may be encountered in former bush clearings, 
though no specific sites within Zone 1 were identified in this study (Macpherson, 1987:100).
A late nineteenth century article by an unknown author in the Manawatu Standard (N/A, 1886) 
indicates that the Wellington-Manawatu line crossed a number of clearings in the bush, and 
that some of these clearings were cultivated and inhabited by small numbers of Māori.  Absent 
information relating to specific, known locations, there is the potential for sites of this type to
be located in close proximity to water sources.

Prior to the completion of the Wellington-Manawatu railway in 1886 there was no settlement 
at Manakau.  However, with settlement along the coast gravitating inland following the 
establishment of the railway, a settlement was founded at Manakau that rapidly grew to be 
the second largest – with a population approaching 300 people – in the Horowhenua by 1891 
(Dreaver, 1984:197).  While Zone 1 begins to the north of Manakau village there is the potential 
for archaeological sites or structures relating to the nineteenth century phase of settlement to be 
present in the southern margins nearest Manakau village.  

It is also possible that archaeological features relating to the construction of the railway may 
be encountered within the general vicinity of the existing railway/SH1 alignment.  An account 
of a rail journey from Otaki to Levin, also in the Manawatu Standard (N/A, 1884:2), describes 
coming across railway works “[a] little before reaching the Waikawa”.  The encountered ‘works’ 
appears to refer to logging operations.  It is likely that these operations were located somewhere 
within the bounds of the present day Manakau village, however the description provided is 
sufficiently ambiguous to allow scope for the works to be anywhere in Zone 1 south of the
Waikawa River.

There is one known high-value archaeological site within Zone 1 that is in the general proximity 
of Options 3C, 4A, 5A, and 6A.  Te Uawhaki meeting house was opened in 1898 and stood 
on the north of Whakahoro Road, approximately 100m from the main trunk rail line (Figure 
6).  Construction began in the early 1890s but completion was delayed by an infringement of 
tapu and subsequent on-going problems following its opening lead to Uawhaki being virtually 
abandoned and falling into disrepair.  This meeting house was still standing when Adkin 
described its condition in 1948, and the house is clearly visible in the 1942 aerial photograph 
(Figure 5), but had collapsed or been taken down at some point during the latter half of the 20th 
Century and it is no longer standing on site (Adkin, 1948:378-9).  No evidence has yet been 
located, in either the documentary or photographic records viewed thus far, that indicates the 
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presence of other archaeological features associated with the house within the planned works.  
However, there is the potential for other features to be present within the construction footprint 
and this should be investigated further in consultation with local hapū.

Zone 2:  North Bank of the Waikawa River to the North Bank of the Kuku Stream
 Medium to High Risk

The proposed upgrades for this zone begin approximately 450m from the north bank of the 
Waikawa River and end 400m north of the Kuku Stream and follow a parallel alignment to the 
existing main trunk rail line (Figure 7).  At the southern margins of the above area Options 4A, 
5A, and 6A abut and run parallel to the existing rail reserve, with Options 5A and 6A following 
wide arcs to the west as they cross the Waikokopu Stream.  Option 3C also runs parallel to the 
main trunk line, but is offset approximately 100m to the west of the rail reserve and includes a 
possible interchange at Kuku Beach Road.  

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C X
Option 4A X
Option 5A X
Option 6A X
Option 7A
Option T

Figure 6: Group outside Te Uawhaki meeting house, Whakahoro Road, Manakau 
(Alexander Turnbull Library).
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All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described above are assessed as having a 
medium to high risk of resulting in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological
sites.  There are no specifically known archaeological risks within Zone 2 and few general
risks.  

As above in Zone 1, there is the potential for sites relating to early Māori occupation to be 
encountered.  While the likelihood of encountering small, low density sites relating to birding 
or temporary transit camps in the bush remains, two sources of evidence suggest that Māori 
cultivations and associated structures are the more likely site type to be encountered.  Adkin 
(1948:354) records the location of a Māori garden system, named Takapu-o-pahoka, situated in 
the Tikorangi clearing approximately 1.6km to the west of the portion of the main trunk rail line 
within Zone 2.  Although this named cultivation is some distance outside the bounds of Zone 
2, the previously cited Manawatu Standard article of 1884 suggests that inland forest clearings 
south of the Ohau River crossed by the railway were also gardened and inhabited by small 
numbers of Māori.  The article intimates that these garden settlements may be of some size, 
stating that “the improvements are made on a far more extensive scale than one would expect 
to see in this part of the bush” (N/A, 1884).  

As before, sites of this type should be expected to be in close proximity to water sources, 
with land in the vicinity of the Waikokopu and Kuku streams being likely candidates.  One 
possible candidate for a cultivated former clearing is located 100m south of Kuku Beach 
Road – between the Kuku and Waikokopu streams – and can be observed in the 1942 aerial 
photographic coverage (Figure 8).  There appear to be several small houses facing the railway 
in fenced land parcels with signs of gardening, and it is possible that the features in this area 

0 25 50 75 100
m

Figure 8: Possible 20th century continuation of 19th century Maori settlement, south of 
Kuku Beach Road.  Note appearance of fenced plots and structures facing railway.
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represent a continuation of 19th century, or earlier, activities into the early 20th century.  This 
should be clarified by further consultation with local hapū or other informants, and further
archaeological investigation.

No references have been found to sites in Zone 2 associated with railway construction, however 
the possibility of encountering such features remains.  Particularly for Options 4A, 5A, and 6A 
which lie in close proximity to the line.

Zone 3:  South Bank of the Waikawa River Inland to the South Bank of the Ohau 
River

 Low Risk

Of the proposed upgrades only Options 7A and T pass through the following zone. Starting 
approximately 450m south of the Waikawa River, Option 7A extends in a north easterly 
direction to two locations approximately 200m and 100m from the south bank of the Ohau 
River (Figure 9).  The proposed route requires a new crossing over the Waikawa River to the 
east of the existing bridge and rejoins the existing SH1 alignment on the northern bank of the 
river.  From here the route follows the existing north eastern alignment of SH1 to the point 
where SH1 deviates north in the vicinity of St Stephen’s Church at Kuku, with the proposed 
route continuing on in its north eastern alignment.  Option 7A forks at the north bank of the 
Kuku Stream, with one branch deviating north towards Ohau village and the other remaining 
on the north eastern alignment on a bearing towards Arapaepae Road.  Option T follows the 
western branch of 7A heading north towards to Ohau village.

Excluding a small portion that passes within the immediate vicinity of St Stephen’s Church at 
Kuku, the route of Options 7A and T within Zone 3 is assessed as having a low risk of resulting 
in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological sites.  Where the proposed routes
pass in the immediate vicinity of St Stephen’s Church there is a high risk.

As described above, there is the potential for sites relating to early Māori occupation to be 
encountered.  Again, these are likely to be small sites of a low density distribution with the 
probability of encountering such sites being strongest in the vicinity of water bodies, but 
generally decreasing as the route moves further inland.

St Stephen’s Church was opened in 1891 to provide a place of Catholic worship for the local 
Māori community (Keeling, 1991:76).  A block of land was donated by Ngati Tukorehe for the 
construction of the church on the banks of the Kuku Stream, but this was found to be prone 

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C
Option 4A
Option 5A
Option 6A
Option 7A X
Option T X
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to flooding and the land was exchanged with a local settler for the land where the church now
stands.  Plans for Option 7A, received 19th September 2013, show the planned cut of the 
road extending to within 11m of church building.  Although the church building is no longer 
entirely in its original form, both the church building and the ground on which it is located are 
archaeological sites under the definition of the HPA.  The historic aerial photographs also show
the route passing over several houses 100m to the north of St Stephen’s Church on the eastern 
side of SH1.  Two or three of these building are of a size that would suggest they may be of 19th 
century origin and should be investigated further.  These buildings are no longer standing.

Zone 4:  South Bank of the Ohau River to South of Ohau Village
 Medium Risk

Zone 4 extends from approximately 200m south of the Ohau River to the northern edge of the 
stand of Totara (Podocarpus totara) that abuts the Ohau Gravels Vineyard, and from the eastern 
margin of the main trunk rail line near the Ohau station to within approximately 300m  of where 
Muhunoa East Road makes its final turn east towards Arapaepae Road (Figure 10).  Within this
area Options 5A and 6A extend on approximately east-west alignments on the north and south 
banks of the Ohau River, respectively.  Option 7A extends in two directions, with one 700m 
long section aligned north-south on an orientation towards Ohau village, and a second 300m 
section oriented to the northeast towards a future connection with Arapaepae Road.  Option T 
follows the western branch of 7A on its north bound path to Ohau village.

All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described above are assessed as having a 
medium risk of resulting in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological sites.  No
specific archaeological risks have been identified in this zone, however there are several general
risks to be aware of.

As previously described, there is the potential for sites relating to early Māori occupation to 
be encountered.  For the most part these are likely to be the same small sites of a low density 
distribution associated with birding activities or movement across inland trails.  However, the 
probability of encountering archaeological sites of this type in Zone 4 is higher than for other 
zones due to proximity to the Ohau River, which has been a major conduit for movement 
inland, both by water and foot.  Adkin (1948: map VI) records the path of an “old native track” 
moving inland along the south bank of the Ohau River and stopping opposite the present day 
Ohau village, though it is likely that this path continued to follow the river further inland to 
eventually join the network of Māori paths that cross the Tararua Ranges and gave access to the 
east coast of the lower North Island.

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C
Option 4A
Option 5A X
Option 6A X
Option 7A X
Option T X
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There is also an elevated probability of encountering Māori cultivation sites in Zone 4.  As 
previously cited 19th century newspaper articles have illustrated, natural and man-made 
clearings in the bush were often occupied and cultivated by Māori.  Another, earlier, newspaper 
report indicates differences in the distribution pattern of Māori cultivations in the vicinity of the 
Waikawa and Ohau rivers, with those at Waikawa located “in small patches in the fern or in the 
wood”, while the cultivations at Ohau “are situated on the banks of the river, [where] the soil 
is better than at Waiakawa” (N/A, 1840).  It is likely that the cultivations referred to are located 
further to the west of Zone 4, nearer the Māori settlements in the coastal dune belt where 
there are several named garden sites recorded, however evidence presented below indicates that 
cultivations did extend inland into Zone 4.

Stronger evidence for the presence of Māori cultivations and other farming activities during 
the latter part of 19th century in Zone 4 is found in evidence presented before the Māori Land 
Court during the partition of the Muhunoa Block (approximately covering all the land between 
the coast to the Tararua Ranges, from the north bank of the Ohau River to the south bank of the 
Waiwiri Stream).  However, for reasons discussed below, this evidence is presented in the risk 
analysis of Zone 5 instead.

The Land Court records alluded to mention the presence of Māori cultivations at a number of 
places, one of which is at the location known as Te Wera-a-Whango, “a former large natural 
bush-clearing on the stony flat on the north side of the Ohau River between the railway station
and Ohau hamlet” (Adkin, 1948:417).  While the exact location of this former clearing was no 
longer known in the 1940s, the surrounding bush having long since been felled, maps prepared 
by Adkin (e.g., 1948: map VI) with the aid of Māori informants consistently place the clearing 
to the north of the remnant stand of Totara that abuts the southern boundary of the Ohau Gravels 
Vineyard.  This stand of trees is visible in the 1942 aerial photo coverage and their established 
nature indicates their presence in the landscape dates back to at least the latter half of the 
19th century.  As a result, although there is no firm evidence to support that it is such, for the
purposes of this report this remnant stand provides a proxy boundary for the southern extent 
of the Wera-a-Whango clearing.  It is purely on this basis that Zones 4 and 5 are distinguished 
from one another and assigned separate risk assessments, though it should be cautioned that this 
distinction may be a false one.

Zone 5:  South Bank of the Ohau River to the North of Ohau Village and Inland
 High Risk

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C X
Option 4A X
Option 5A X
Option 6A X
Option 7A X
Option T X
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Zone five begins on the south bank of the Ohau River where Options 3C, 4A, 5A, and 6A
continue on their alignments to the west of the main trunk rail line before they join the existing 
SH1 road alignment to the south of Ohau village.  Here Option 6A includes a small section 
of a SH57 connection that does not cross the Ohau River, but moves inland to the east along 
the south bank, which crosses the rail reserve and the existing SH1 for a short distance.  This 
zone also includes a short portion of the Option 5A SH57 connection that crosses the existing 
rail reserve and SH1 on the north bank of the Ohau River.  From its western boundary along 
the existing SH1, Zone 5 extends approximately 1.2km inland to the east to accommodate the 
proposed SH57 connection for Option 4A that would pass through the Ohau Gravels Vineyard 
towards a connection with Arapaepae Road.  Option 3C includes a potential deviation to the 
east of the existing SH1-Muhunoa Road intersection.  Options 7A and T follow a north-south 
alignment and rejoin the existing SH1 to the south of Ohau village, having crossed the Ohau 
River in Zone 4 to the east of the existing SH1 alignment and rail reserve (Figure 11).  From 
the termination point of Option 7A, T continues on the path of 3C to the northern boundary of 
Zone 5.

All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described above are assessed as having a high 
risk of resulting in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological sites.  There are a
number of specific and general risks in this zone.

As discussed above, Māori Land Court minutes record the existence of Māori cultivations in the 
forest clearing known by the name, Te Wera-a-Whango (MacKay, 1901b.).  Court records refer 
to the interests and actions of various individuals or whanau in this land, but for the purposes of 
this assessment only the general archaeological character of the site will be discussed.

Neither Adkin (1948:417) nor the Land Court minutes viewed thus far provide anything beyond 
a general description of Te Wera-a-Whango clearing.  Adkin writes that the clearing on the north 
bank of the Ohau River was large and elongated in an east-west direction, but does not provide 
any further details about size or boundaries.  An indication as to size comes from a previously 
cited source which describes the “Wherawhanga” [sic] clearing as being “some 1000 acres or 
more of open fern land, which is at present almost entirely unoccupied” (N/A, 1884).  The same 
source provides a guide to the location of the clearing, stating that the “Ohau railway station 
will be built on this clearing”, but also adds some confusion when stating that the clearing is 
reached after passing “through a good deal more bush, after leaving Ohau [River ?]”.  It seems 
likely that the phrase “a good deal more bush” is illusory and refers more to the slow pace of 
travel on the yet to be completed railway than a true reflection of distance covered.  In any case
the evidence indicates that the clearing was large and is highly likely to be crossed by any one 
of the five upgrade options passing through Zones 4 or 5.

During hearings for the apportionment of the Muhunoa No. 1B block, Hema Te Ao testified
that the land at Te Wera-a-Whango was cultivated (MacKay, 1901a:311), though whether this 
applied to the entire clearing or only a portion is not clear.  When the clearing was crossed by 
an unknown author in 1884 it was observed that the clearing was “almost entirely unoccupied.  
The only living things visible being a few sheep and horses”, though the apparent absence of 
activity may only be a reflection of the seasonal cycles that Māori observed in both their habits of
landscape cultivation and occupation (N/A, 1884). At some point the land at Te Wera-a-Whango 
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was fenced and stocked by Māori, though the division of the land and the specific placement
of these boundaries lead to on-going quarrels that appear in the Land Court records throughout 
the latter half of the 19th and into the early 20th century (MacKay, 1901c).  Archaeological 
traces of these activities are highly likely to be encountered in Zone 5.  In particular evidence 
for kumara or potato cultivation, which is archaeologically distinctive and has high survival 
characteristics.

The presence of what may be substantial cultivations and stock holdings by Ohau Māori in the 
vicinity of Te Wera-a-Whango clearing suggests some form of settlement, either permanent or 
seasonal, by Māori within Zones 4 or 5.  Again, the early newspaper accounts of travel along 
the Wellington-Manawatu line and Māori Land Court minutes reviewed thus far provide an 
indication of what may be expected, but little specific detail.  The 1884 article in the Manawatu
Standard mentions “an inland native settlement” at Ohau with at least one “hut alongside the 
line… where there will be a station”, though figures from the Māori census of 1878 indicate it
is likely to have had a relatively small population (N/A, 1879).  Further research is required to 
determine the location, extent and character of this settlement with greater accuracy, but due to 
the relative proximity to Ohau station of all five routes passing through Zone 5 there is a very
high risk of upgrade resulting in the modification, damage, or destruction of this site.

As with all preceding zones there remains a likelihood of encountering small low density sites 
associated with birding activities or general movement of people and goods through the zone.  
However, in the context of the evidence for organised settlement and concentrated horticultural 
activities presented above, the probability of encountering sites of this type in Zone 5 is greatly 
elevated.  

It is also important to acknowledge that the evidence for Māori settlement and horticulture 
reviewed here relates only to occupation since the early 19th century.  As stated above in the 
Historical Background, the land under review was taken by force from Muaupoko in 1820s 
and gifted to Ngati Raukawa by the chief Te Rauparaha.  Ngati Raukawa’s claim to this land 
by right of conquest and gift was formally recognised by the Crown and it is their stories and 
activities that are predominantly recorded in the Land Court minutes and newspaper articles of 
the time.  This documentary record covers only the last 80 years (the period legally defined in
the HPA) of more than 700 years of Māori occupation in this region.  Although no documentary 
evidence has yet been found to support it, it is prudent to assume that the previous occupants 
were also settled and cultivating in this zone, and that this was also of some scale, although the 
exact nature remains unknown.  Where good soils exist Māori have invariably been exploiting 
their horticultural potential for many hundreds of years.

Contemporaneous with Māori settlement in the vicinity of Te Wera-a-Whango was a camp 
where 60 men were employed completing ballasting and other tasks for the railway (see 
example, Figure 12), with a newspaper report placing the camp alongside the line between the 
Ohau River and Lake Horowhenua, and north of Te Wera-a-Whango clearing (N/A, 1886).  It 
is possible that this camp may be located within the bounds of the present day Ohau village, the 
village itself having potentially been established in response to the presence of the camp, though 
it is also possible that the camp is further north within the bounds of Zone 6.  However, it seems 
likely that this camp would have received provisions of food through trade with the local Māori 
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Figure 12: View of the railway workers camp at Ohakune during the construction of 
the main trunk railway line, taken by an unidentified photographer in 1906 (Alexander
Turnbull Library).  The workers camp at Ohau is likely to be of a similar composition and 
organisation, but smaller in extent.
who occupied Te Wera-a-Whango clearing, and the fact that material for the construction of 
the bridge at Ohau was transported inland alongside the river would argue for a camp location 
closer to the present day Ohau village rather than Levin.

Finally, while there is only a short timeframe – approximately 15 years – in which the 
archaeology of colonial settlement at Ohau village is protected under the HPA there are very 
high archaeological risks associated with all upgrade options in this zone.  In addition to two 
or three standing buildings (note that both the building and the land on which it stands should 
be considered an archaeological site) there are a number of former buildings to be aware of, 
including but not limited to: a Post Office; a general store; a bakery; a school; three flax mills;
two sawmills; and settlers houses (Rolston, n.d.:11).  The current church of St John the Baptist 
at Ohau, under the definition of the HPA, is not an archaeological site; construction of the
existing building having begun after the cut-off date of 1900 (Horowhenua Library Trust, 2007).  
However, the building is afforded some protection as a Category 2 registered building with the 
New Zealand Historic Places Trust (New Zealand Historic Places Trust, n.d.).  An earlier church 
hall, one that is an archaeological site, was established in a vacated cottage that formerly stood 
in the vicinity of the Ohau station (Rolston, n.d.:13).  Further research is required to determine 
the exact locations of the above buildings.  However, as a general guide the records viewed thus 
far indicate that most of these building stood in close proximity to the railway.

All five upgrade options passing through Zone 5 have a high risk of resulting in the modification,
damage or destruction of archaeological sites, though some options present greater risks than 
others.  All options cross Te Wera-a-Whango clearing and Ohau village, though Option 7A 
does so with the smallest footprint.  Options 3C, 4A, 5A, and 6A cross the Ohau River and 



34 inSite Archaeology Ltd

MCLEAVEY ROAD

BR
UC

E
R
O
AD

BULLER ROAD

VISTA ROAD

RAILWAY
TERRACE

5

7

Zone 6 Connection Options
Option 3C

former path of
Kohitere Stream

possible 19th C
structure

possible 19th C
structure

Kaiporoporo
waterhole

0 100 200 300 400 500
m

Figure 13: Plan of notable landscape features in Zone 6.  Option T follows the path of 
3C.



35

pass through Ohau village on alignments that are in close proximity to the existing main trunk 
rail line, greatly increasing the chances that archaeological remains associated with the former 
structures described above will be encountered.  Option 4A presents the greatest archaeological 
risk, with an alignment not only crossing Ohau village in close proximity to the railway, but 
also includes a proposed connection to SH57 running at length through the former Te Wera-a-
Whango clearing.

Zone 6:  North of Ohau Village to Levin
 Low to Medium Risk

Options 3C and T are the only proposed upgrades within the bounds of Zone 6 and both follow 
the existing SH1 alignment from between Marsden Terrace and Vista Road, north of Ohau 
village, to approximately 400m north of the SH1 intersection with Kimberley Road, south of 
Levin (Figure 13).  Zone 6 also includes a short portion of the bifurcated connection linking 
SH1 to SH57 at Kimberley Road.  All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described 
above are assessed as having a low to medium risk of resulting in the modification, damage or
destruction of archaeological sites.

As with all previously discussed zones, there is the potential for sites associated with Māori 
birding activities, movement across inland trails, or cultivation in forest clearings to be 
encountered.    Evidence for these types of activities is more likely to be found near water 
sources.

While the probability of encountering sites relating to Māori occupation in Zone 6 is relatively 
low, the overall risk assessment for this zone is low to medium due to the possible presence of a 
large railway construction camp – discussed above in Zone 5 – and evidence in the 1942 aerial 
photographic coverage showing the construction footprint of the proposed upgrade encroaching 
on, or in the vicinity of, several houses that may be of 19th century origin.  The tentative 
identification of these houses is based on the dimensions of the floor plan – using roof area as a 
proxy measure – and roof pitch: nineteenth century houses tending to be smaller and have roofs 
of steeper pitch than their 20th century counterparts.

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C X
Option 4A
Option 5A
Option 6A
Option 7A
Option T X
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Figure 14: Plan of notable landscape features in Zone 7.
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Zone 7:  East of Ohau Village Inland to Kimberly and Arapaepae Roads
 Low Risk

Zone 7 covers the portions of all five possible upgrade options that are situated to the east
and north of Ohau village (Figure 14). The Option 3C and T connection from SH1 to SH57 
extends east from 300m south of the existing SH1-SH57 (Kimberley Road) intersection and 
joins Kimberley Road, before reorienting to the northeast to join Arapaepae Road south of the 
intersection with Tararua Road.  The Zone 7 portions of Options 4A and 5A start east of Ohau 
village and south of Muhunoa East Road and follow a north eastern alignment, crossing the 
Muhunoa East, McLeavey, and Kimberley roads to join with Arapaepae Road (SH57) south of 
the intersection with Tararua Road.  Options 6A and 7A follow the same alignment as 4A and 
5A but begin further to the south, approximately 200m from the north bank of the Ohau River.  

All proposed upgrade options within the bounds described above are assessed as having a low 
risk of resulting in the modification, damage or destruction of archaeological sites.  No specific
risks have been identified for this zone, though there are two general risks.

As with all previously discussed zones, there is the potential for sites associated with Māori 
birding activities, movement across inland trails, or cultivation in forest clearings to be 
encountered.    There is also a possibility of encountering temporary settlements in former forest 
clearings relating to the movement of groups of Muaupoko refugees inland during the conflict
with Ngati Toa.  The likelihood is a remote one, though temporary refugees were recorded by 
Adkin (1948:238, 284) at similar distances inland further to the north.  As before, evidence for 
these types of activities is more likely to be found near water sources.

The probability of encountering early settler homesteads is also low.  A photograph taken in 1909 
looking east along Kimberley Road indicates that the land in this area was still in a relatively 
undeveloped state and sparsely populated at this late stage (Figure 15), though a small number 
of possibly 19th century houses have been identified in the 1942 aerial photographs, based on
the same criteria outline above in Zone 6.  However, the plans as currently drawn suggest that 
while the proposed upgrades will pass in the general vicinity of these potential archaeological 
sites they are sufficiently distant to be unlikely to encroach on any outlying features associated
with them.

Summary of Risk Assessments

Due to the constraints on research imposed by time and lack of land access the analysis presented 

PROPOSED ROUTE IN ZONE
Option 3C X
Option 4A X
Option 5A X
Option 6A X
Option 7A X
Option T X
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above should only be regarded as a draft assessment in advance of a more comprehensive and 
detailed analysis of the potential archaeological risks.  Further reading of Māori Land Court 
minutes and 19th century surveyors’ fieldnotes, site visits and consultation with tangata whenua 
will enable the archaeological ‘sketch’ presented here to be fleshed out in further detail and the
risks better quantified.  However, in spite of the aforementioned limitations there are a number
of useful conclusions to be drawn from the information as presented.

While the study area previously outlined in the methodology was for the most part densely 
forested until the latter half of the 19th century, the extensive time depth of Māori settlement in 
the region and the nature of their land use patterns require the entire landscape to be regarded 
as occupied by Māori, forested or otherwise.  The baseline assignment of low archaeological 
potential, as opposed to a null or void potential, is recognition of the fact that there is the 
potential for archaeological sites associated with Māori occupation to be located anywhere 
within the selected landscape.  These potential sites are most likely to be small transitory ‘camps’ 
related to birding activities or the movement of goods and people along inland trails.  Larger 
seasonally occupied cultivation sites may occur where clearings formerly existed in the forest, 
though large-scale cultivation and permanent or semi-permanent settlement sites are for the 
most part clustered towards the coast beyond the western boundary of the study area.  Although 
the baseline archaeological potential may be elevated by proximity to water, known trails and 
other sites, the archaeological risk of encountering such sites at any given location within the 
landscape remains low due to their restricted size and dispersed distribution patterns.  The low 

Figure 15: A view looking east along Kimberley Road, near Levin, showing the sparsely 
populated landscape.  Photo taken by G. L. Adkin in 1909 (Alexander Turnbull Library).
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risk assigned to Zones 3 and 7 reflects this reality as there are no known sites in the vicinity of
the proposed routes. Zones 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 have elevated levels of risk of encountering these site 
types due to the presence of known sites within, or in relative proximity to, their boundaries.

Additionally, the elevated levels of risk for Zones 1, 2, 5 and 6 reflect not only prior knowledge
of the presence of archaeological sites, but also the potential complexity of any further research 
or excavation that may be required to mitigate the modifying or destructive effects resulting 
from the construction of any upgrades.  This complexity is indicated by Land Court and 
newspaper accounts of multiple households and organised settlements in these zones.  At this 
early stage very little can be said about these sites in terms of their exact location, size and 
organisational structure other than to say that they are historically recorded as being in the 
general or immediate vicinity of the proposed upgrade options.  At present there appears to be 
more information available about late 19th century European settlement at Ohau than for earlier 
Māori settlements in the region, though this may be rectified by further research into Land
Court minutes and consultation with tangata whenua.  Further research is needed to clarify the 
exact nature of the archaeological risks in these zones.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

So far this report has presented a broad narrative of the history of occupation in central 
Horowhenua and summarised a selective first reading of historical sources in order to identify
the known, and potential unknown, archaeological risks associated with proposed upgrades to 
the SH1 to SH57 connection between Manakau and Levin.  The landscape in which the proposed 
upgrades are to take place has a long and complex history that cannot be comprehensively 
covered in a report of this scope, hence this report has focused on identifying the underlying 
patterns of site distribution and potential major obstacles in the archaeological record.  In the 
preceding pages this archaeological risk has been arbitrarily classified into one of seven zones
of risk crossed by one or more of the proposed upgrades.  However, the following discussion 
now evaluates archaeological risk as it applies to each upgrade option as a whole.

Archaeological risk can be quantified or qualified in a number of different ways. For example,
by historic significance, potential mitigation costs, preservation value, etc.  However, the HPA
1993 provides blanket protection to all archaeological sites regardless of any qualitative or 
quantitative values that may be attributed to them.  Ideally the best mitigation for any project 
with potential archaeological impacts is avoidance and preservation.  However, it is not possible 
to advance any of the proposed options without risk of damage or destruction to archaeological 
sites. While all of the proposed upgrades have significant negative impacts in this regard, ratings
have been applied on a ‘least bad’ basis as opposed to a universally negative scoring.  Hence the 
following ratings represent a simple quantitative estimate of the number of archaeological sites 
that may be impacted by any one route and provides a guide to the extent of future research that 
may be required to advance the proposed upgrade.  The options are scored on a scale from ++ 
to --, where:
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SH1 to SH57 Connection:
Combined Options
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Figure 16: Plan showing proposed routes for all upgrade options and their zone based risk 
assessments.  Individual plans for each option can be found in Appendix 1.
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SH1 to SH57 Connection Options: General Risk Assessment

As Figure 16 indicates, no one proposed route is entirely without risk. Separation of option risk 
ratings is complicated by the fact that all five routes pass through the high risk Zone 5, and all
are highly likely to result in damage or destruction to one or more of the archaeological sites 
identified in this zone.  Additionally, four of the five options follow the rail line through Zone 2 
and are at a high risk of resulting in damage or destruction to the archaeological site identified
here.  All routes also pass through the medium risk Zone 1.  However, the actual risk in this zone 
may be lower than predicted as the known sites in this zone are either offset from the proposed 
routes or only speculatively located in this zone.

Option 7A receives the best possible rating , with this eastern most route predominantly traversing 
zones of low archaeological risk and having the smallest footprint of all routes passing through 
the high risk Zone 5 (see Appendix 1: Figure 21).  The primary complicating factor for Option 
7A is the small area of high risk, in the overall low risk Zone 3, where the proposed route will 
require significant mitigation for impacts on St Stephen’s Church, at Kuku.  However, Option
7A is the least secure of all the risk assessments as it is essentially founded on an assumption 
of the underlying pattern in the distribution of archaeological sites of predominantly Māori 
occupation in the absence of information to the contrary.  In this respect the risk assessments 
for Options 3C, 4A, 5A, and 6A are negatively biased by their proximity to the railway line that 
was frequently traversed in the late 19th century.  As a result there are more historic records, 
and therefore a greater number of known risks, for the landscape that will be affected by these 
routes.

Option 4A receives the lowest possible rating, but with the caveat that further research could see 
this upgraded to a more moderate evaluation (see Appendix 1: Figure 18).  While modifications
to the existing SH1 alignment through Ohau planned for Option 4A are similar to those 
planned for Options 5A and 6A, the proposed 4A connection to SH57 will result in potentially 
significant damage or destruction to the former site of Te Wera-a-Whango clearing (see Figure
11).  However, as discussed in the Zone 5 risk assessment, the specific details of occupation and
activity at Te Wera-a-Whango are poorly understood and require further research.  In particular, 
clarification of the location and extent of cultivation grounds and a small settlement is required. 
If these features were confirmed to be outside of the construction footprint the risk assessment
for this route could be significantly lowered.

SCORE DESCRIPTION
++ Route option is, on average, very good in terms of archaeology
+ Route option is, on average, good in terms of archaeology

0
Route option is neutral, or neither good or problematic, on average, in 
terms of archaeology

-
Route option includes, on average, minor or intermediate issues or 
concerns in terms of archaeology

--
Route option includes, on average, major or intermediate issues or 
concerns in terms of archaeology
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Options 3C, 5A, and 6A have relatively similar risk profiles, but are differentiated by the location
of their connections to SH57 (see Appendix 1: Figures, 17, 19, and 20).  Due to their proximity 
to known archaeological sites (5A) and the extent of their deviation from the existing SH1 
alignment through Ohau village (3C), Options 3C and 5A receive moderate risk assessment 
ratings of 0.  Option 6A, with its SH57 connection located on the south bank of the Ohau River 
away from any known archaeological sites presents a reduced risk and receives a slightly more 
positive risk rating.  However, the rating for Option 6A is also somewhat dependent on further 
research, as the proximity of 6A to a known inland trail and good cultivation soils provides 
some risk that cannot yet be accounted for.

Option T is a hybrid of Options 3C and 7A that was introduced at a late stage in the assessment 
process and has not been analysed on an individualised basis in the zonal assessments provided 
above.  Like Option 7A, T has a substantial portion of its route passing through low risk zones 
(Zones 3 and 7), however the risk for Option T is slightly elevated by its extended route through 
Zones 5 and 6.  Consequently, Option T has a greater risk than 7A that is on a par with 6A, but 
is considered to have less risk than 3C and 5A.

Assigning ratings to each of the proposed options on the basis of their archaeological risk 
is a difficult task in a landscape that is not particularly well explored or understood in terms
of its archaeology.  The perceived benefits to Option 7A over the remaining options have a
questionable foundation that is based on absence of evidence, and its rating could be perceived 
as rewarding the greater risk of gambling on the unknown in preference to working with the 
known.  However, it should be acknowledged that the ratings assigned to all options are based 
on relatively minor perceived differences in relation to an incomplete evaluating record and 
may not be an accurate reflection of the archaeological reality.  Only further research will
clarify this position.

PROPOSED 
UPGRADE

SCORE DESCRIPTION

Option 3C 0
Route option is neutral, or neither good or problematic, on 
average, in terms of archaeology

Option 4A -- / 0
Route option includes, on average, major or intermediate 
issues or concerns in terms of archaeology

Option 5A 0
Route option is neutral, or neither good or problematic, on 
average, in terms of archaeology

Option 6A + Route option is, on average, good in terms of archaeology

Option 7A ++
Route option is, on average, very good in terms of 
archaeology

Option T + Route option is, on average, good in terms of archaeology

Table 2: Scoring of proposed SH1 to SH57 connection options in toto by archaeological 
risk.
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APPENDIX 1:

SH1 TO SH57 CONNECTION OPTIONS 
- RISK ASSESSMENT PLANS
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SH1 to SH57 Connection: Option 3C
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Figure 17: Plan showing proposed route for Option 3C, categorised by zone based risk 
assessment.
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SH1 to SH57 Connection: Option 4A
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Figure 18: Plan showing proposed route for Option 4A, categorised by zone based risk 
assessment.
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SH1 to SH57 Connection: Option 5A

Archaeological Risk
High

Medium/High

Medium

Low/Medium

Low

Archaeological Potential
Low

Low/Medium

Medium

Medium/High

High

LEVIN

MANAKAU

0 1 2 3 4
km

OHAU

Figure 19: Plan showing proposed route for Option 5A, categorised by zone based risk 
assessment.
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SH1 to SH57 Connection: Option 6A
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Figure 20: Plan showing proposed route for Option 6A, categorised by zone based risk 
assessment.
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SH1 to SH57 Connection: Option 7A

Figure 21: Plan showing proposed route for Option 7A, categorised by zone based risk 
assessment.
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APPENDIX 2:

HISTORIC NEWSPAPER ACCOUNTS OF 
JOURNEYING ON THE WELLINGTON-

MANAWATU RAILWAY

The following two newspaper articles, from issues of the Manawatu Standard in 1884 and 
1886, are provided for their contemporary descriptions of the land and the people occupying 
it in the vicinity of the Wellington-Manawatu railway: now the Main Trunk Rail Line.  These 
accounts provide some of the best descriptions available of settlement and activity in the inland 
Horowhenua during the late 19th century.  Only portions of each article reference the landscape 
that is the focus of this report, but the articles are reproduced in total to give each account 
its full context.  The original articles can be found at: http://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-bin/
paperspast
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West Coast Railway: The Northern section [By our Special Reporter]
Manawatu Standard, Volume IV, Issue 275, 17 October 1884, page 2
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Wellington-Manawatu Railway: By Rail to Ohau (By our Special Reporter)
Manawatu Standard, Volume XI, Issue 1693, 27 April 1886, page 2
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APPENDIX 3:

TABLE OF LAND PARCEL ARCHAEO-
LOGICAL POTENTIAL

The following table provides selected fields from the Land Information New Zealand parcel
data and the archaeological potential rating for all land parcels within the study area previously 
defined and illustrated in Figure 3.  The land parcel data was downloaded from the LINZ data
service and is current to the 17th March 2012.


