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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My full name is Nicholas Matthew Cable. 

 

2. I am a consultant archaeologist based in Christchurch. I was previously 

employed as a consultant archaeologist by WSP New Zealand Limited 

(WSP), formerly Opus International Consultants Limited, from 2004 to 

2021. I was formerly based in the Hamilton office of WSP from 2005 to 

2011 and continued to provide archaeological services for the Hamilton 

office until 2021. 

 
3. I have the following relevant qualifications, experience, and professional 

affiliations:  

 

a) I hold a Master of Arts in Archaeology awarded with distinction from 

the University of Otago. I also hold a Bachelor of Arts with First Class 

Honours in Anthropology and a Bachelor of Arts with Second Class 

Honours in Classical Studies from the University of Otago. I hold a 

Post Graduate Certificate in Historical Archaeology from the 

University of Leicester in England. I hold a Level 6 Certificate in 

Environmental Management from the Open Polytechnic of New 

Zealand. 

 

b) I am a professional member of the New Zealand Archaeological 

Association (NZAA) and have 21 years of experience in New Zealand 

archaeology.  

 

c) I am an Approved Person under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA) and have been the Approved Person on 

over 800 authorities issued by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga (HNZPT).  
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d) I have relevant experience working in the Waikato region for local 

authorities, Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (Waka Kotahi) and 

private individuals. This work has included providing assessments of 

effects on archaeological sites, mapping archaeological sites for 

decision making purposes, investigations and monitoring of 

earthworks on archaeological sites and reporting on the results of 

archaeological investigations to HNZPT. 

  

e) Of particular relevance to this project, I prepared archaeological 

assessments and hearing evidence in support of the notices of 

requirement for the Southern Links Project on behalf of Waka Kotahi 

and Hamilton City Council (HCC) and was involved in archaeological 

mitigation works on the Wairere Drive Extension and Cambridge 

Expressway. I also prepared archaeological assessments for the Te 

Rapa Bypass in 2005.   

 

f) I have experience with preparing heritage inventories for District Plan 

purposes, having prepared inventories for Timaru District Council 

(2004), Hauraki District Council (2006), Western Bay of Plenty District 

Council (2007), Tauranga City Council (2009), Waikato District Council 

(2009) and Wanganui District Council (2012). I provided technical 

support on the Rodney District Plan Heritage Chapter Review in 2005, 

Otorohanga District Plan Heritage Framework (2008), Papakura 

District Pahurehure Inlet Heritage Review (2010), and Waikato 

District Council Heritage Fund Application Reviews (2011). 

 

g) I am familiar with the Waikato Horticultural Complex (WHC), an 

extensive archaeological landscape associated with pre-European 

Maaori horticultural activities in the middle and lower Waikato 

Basins. Gardening sites associated with the WHC are defined by the 

presence of borrow pits, circular depressions up to 5 metres deep, 
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and garden soils, defined as heavily modified topsoils containing sand 

and gravel transported alluvium as well as charcoal fragments. 

 

4. I provided the Archaeological Site Inventory to HCC prior to the notification 

of proposed Plan Change 9 to the Operative Hamilton District Plan (PC9). I 

also provided a methodology report accompanying the inventory titled 

“Archaeological Investigations for Hamilton City Council District Plan 

Change.” Both the Archaeological Site Inventory and methodology report 

were included as Appendices 10-1 and 10-2 with PC9. 

 

5. As part of this work, I was involved in hui between HCC and representative 

of the mana whenua of Hamilton Kirikiriroa in 2020 and 2021 to review the 

content of the Archaeological Site Inventory. 

 
6. I was engaged by HCC in late July 2023 to prepare this evidence in response 

to the submissions and further submissions received on PC9. My responses 

are attached as Annexures 1 to 9 to this evidence. 

 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

7. I am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment 

Court Practice Note 2023) and although I note this is a Council hearing, I 

agree to comply with this code. The evidence I will present is within my 

area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on information 

provided by another party. I have not knowingly omitted facts or 

information that might alter or detract from opinions I express. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

8. The purpose of my statement of evidence is to respond to matters raised 

about archaeology in the submissions and further submissions to PC9. I am 

presenting this evidence on behalf of HCC as the proponent of PC9. 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

 

9. The submissions and further submissions raised methodology issues with 

the archaeological site assessments used to determine the Archaeological 

and Cultural Site Schedules in PC9. These issues highlighted a lack of 

ground-truthing and inaccurate spatial mapping as leading to poor 

significance assessments. Other issues were raised around the removal of 

scheduled sites which had been “destroyed” by development and the 

addition of other sites not recorded in ArchSite. 

 

10. Further ground-truthing was undertaken to ensure that all site condition 

information was as up to date as possible. The archaeological site 

assessments were reviewed in light of the ground-truthing and subsequent 

reporting on archaeological investigations following the handover of the 

Archaeological Site Inventory in September 2021. 

 

11. The planning maps in PC9 were reviewed and amended to more accurately 

reflect archaeological site information following the ground-truthing and 

archaeological site review. This resolved a number of submissions seeking 

relief due to mapping errors. 

 

12. The archaeological site review led to a revision of the group rankings for 

scheduled sites, with a new information only group proposed for sites 

deemed to be “destroyed” or otherwise of low archaeological significance 

(Group 3). A number of scheduled sites remained unchanged as the cultural 

significance of these sites could not be challenged. 

 

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

 

13. PC9 seeks to schedule all archaeological sites recorded within the NZAA’s 

Archaeological Site Recording Scheme (ArchSite). 

  



5 
 

14. ArchSite is an online database that contains information on recorded 

archaeological sites throughout New Zealand. The database uses GIS 

technology to manage and display the information on digital maps of New 

Zealand. The nature of the information covers site descriptions, condition 

statements, site types and site locations although the quality of the 

information is variable, particularly for sites added over 30 years ago. The 

information is supplemented by scanned written records, photographs, 

site plans and other supplementary information. The system is live, with 

updates provided in real time and new sites continually being added. It is 

moderated by a Central Filekeeper appointed by the NZAA. Access to the 

system is limited to subscribing members although there is public viewer 

access to the digital maps to a scale of 1:50,000. Editing access in order to 

add information or record new archaeological sites is further limited to 

select members, typically consultant archaeologists. There are currently 

over 70,000 archaeological sites recorded in ArchSite. 

 

15. In 2018, HCC commissioned WSP to provide a snapshot of the ArchSite data 

relevant to Hamilton City boundaries in advance of a proposed change to 

the Operative District Plan. WSP’s Summary Report highlighted the 

inaccuracy of the single point references provided for archaeological sites 

on the digital maps in ArchSite (Lawrence 2018).1 It recommended that 

more accurate mapping information would be provided by a review of the 

individual site record forms in ArchSite, a review of consultant 

archaeologist reports in the HNZPT digital library and a review of historic 

aerial photographs and survey maps. It further recommended field-based 

research to visit the recorded archaeological sites and to survey for 

unrecorded archaeological sites. 

 

16. Following the Summary Report, HCC commissioned WSP to provide a 

detailed inventory of recorded archaeological sites and to update the GIS 

 
1 Lawrence, M. 2018. “Archaeological GIS Summary Report. Hamilton City Boundary and R2 
Land Parcel.” Prepared for Hamilton City Council. WSP Opus Ltd, Hamilton. 
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shapefile with the actual locations and extent of these sites. The resulting 

Archaeological Site Inventory and Methodology Report were included as 

appendices to the PC9 Section 32 report. 

 

17. The methodology used to research each recorded archaeological site 

replicated the process routinely followed by consultant archaeologists in 

the preparation of archaeological assessments. Each respective 

archaeological site record form in ArchSite was reviewed and information 

on the location, physical description and key visible features were collated 

for reproduction on the inventory worksheets. Previous archaeological site 

work was noted, along with the last known condition of the site and any 

photographs, site plans or other images.  

 

18. The HNZPT Archaeological Reports Digital Library, which is a record of all 

reports submitted for authority compliance under the HNZPTA, was also 

searched for relevant archaeological reports. These reports were collated 

and reviewed with the results of archaeological investigations summarised 

on the inventory worksheets. 

 

19. Further archival research was undertaken using historic aerial photographs 

and historic survey plans to corroborate information in the site record 

forms and archaeological reports where this related to such evidence. The 

Papers Past digital archive was also searched for historic periodical 

references to the archaeological sites where this provided additional 

information not otherwise found on the site record forms. 

 

20. Selected archaeological sites were field checked by WSP archaeologists in 

order to provide current condition statements. These site visits were 

limited to Council-owned land due to time constraints and this was 

acknowledged at the time as a limitation of the dataset. It was decided that 

archaeological sites that already had current condition statements, had 

been visited by another archaeologist within the last 10 years, were 
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identified in ArchSite as “destroyed”, or were findspots with no 

archaeological context, did not require site visits. 

 

21. Each archaeological site was analysed against a matrix of heritage 

assessment criteria drawn from the Waikato Regional Policy Statement, 

Operative District Plan, HNZPTA and Resource Management Act 1991. It 

was felt that the criteria used for assessment needed to be robust enough 

to withstand scrutiny under each planning instrument. The criteria chosen 

were broader than those used in the HNZPTA to assess archaeological 

authority applications. The criteria chosen were: 

 

a) Associative Value – the site has a direct association with, or 

relationship to, a group, institution, event or activity of historical 

significance. 

 

b) Contextual Value – the site is associated with important patterns of 

local or national history, including development and settlement 

patterns, transportation routes, social and economic trends and 

activities. 

 

c) Style/Design/Type – the form of the site is representative of a 

significant development period; or has distinctive or special attributes 

of an aesthetic or functional nature; or was associated with a notable 

architect, designer, engineer, builder or practitioner. 

 
d) Condition – the condition of the place and features of it are good with 

little evidence of damage or disturbance, surface features are visible, 

or there is a likelihood of intact subsurface archaeological remains. 

 

e) Rarity – the place or features of it are unique, uncommon or rare at a 

local, regional and national level. 
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f) Integrity - the form or structure of the place is substantially intact and 

undisturbed, or the degree to which the place is vulnerable to 

deterioration or destruction. 

 

g) Setting – the physical and visual character of the site or setting is of 

importance to the value of the place and extends its significance. 

 

h) Group Value- the site is associated with other sites, areas or features 

sharing the same context. 

 

i) Information Potential – the potential of the site to provide 

information on past activities and lifeways; the range of features to 

be found during archaeological investigation of the site. 

 

j) Research Potential – the potential of the site to provide evidence, or 

has already provided evidence, to address archaeological research 

questions. 

 

k) Importance to Community – the place is important to the local 

community as a landmark, visual feature or focal point for community 

identity or activities. 

 

l) Cultural Associations – the site is context for community identity or 

sense of place to distinct cultural groups or societies, or has evidence 

of past associations with distinct cultural groups or societies. 

 

m) Amenity Value – the site is a public amenity, able to be accessed by 

members of the community; the interpretative capacity and 

educational value of the site with the use of signage or landscaping. 

 

n) Aesthetic Appeal – the visual appearance of the site is aesthetically 

pleasing or able to be easily understood as an archaeological site or 
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former location of activities; the presence of surface visible features 

or interpretation panels. 

 

22. Following the criteria analysis, a significance ranking was attached to each 

site, with added weight given to the condition and integrity of each site 

similar to the approach followed for built heritage sites in the Operative 

District Plan. Rankings were based on whether a site was outstanding or 

high value in one or more of the assessment criteria; whether there were 

visible surface remains or a high potential for subsurface remains; and 

whether the site was considered to be generally of high heritage value 

locally, regionally or nationally. Sites were ranked as either Group 1, 

representing significant or outstanding sites, or Group 2, representing all 

other archaeological sites in an information only schedule. It should be 

noted that this ranking was applied prior to the notification of the rule 

changes to Group 2 sites in PC9. 

 

23. Iwi consultation followed delivery of the Archaeological Site Inventory as it 

was considered important that mana whenua were informed of the 

document and given the chance to review the information content and the 

site assessments before the information was released into the public 

domain. I attended several hui at HCC offices to discuss the content of the 

inventory and receive feedback. As a result of feedback received during this 

process, I re-assessed the significance ratings for paa sites as these were 

clearly sites of significant cultural importance, as well as Mangaaonua Pa 

and its surrounds (A27 and A176) which was considered to have important 

historic cultural values despite now being developed land. 

 

24. Following the notification of PC9, over 150 submission points were 

received relating to the Archaeological and Cultural Site Schedules. A 

number of key issues were identified across the submissions which related 

specifically to archaeological sites: 
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a) Lack of ground-truthing to confirm the condition of archaeological 

sites; 

 

b) Lack of robust significance assessments; 

 

c) Inaccurate spatial extents of archaeological sites shown on the 

planning maps; 

 

d) Removal of sites deemed to have been “destroyed” through 

development; and 

 

e) Addition of other sites not recorded in ArchSite into the schedules. 

 

25. Following engagement by HCC to provide a response to submissions, I 

undertook the following post-notification activities to address these issues: 

 

a) All recorded archaeological sites not previously visited as part of the 

Archaeological Site Inventory preparation were visited in order to 

ground-truth these sites, with the exception of scheduled sites 

deemed to be out of scope (see paragraphs 26-29 below). Artefact 

findspots were also not visited as these sites had no archaeological 

context to visit. Access to the location of A156 was refused by the 

landowner. Access to the location of A10 was restricted by the land 

tenant due to the presence of horses. No intrusive ground 

investigations were undertaken as such work was identified as out of 

scope. 

 

b) The significance rankings for all scheduled sites deemed to be in 

scope were reviewed in light of proposed rule changes in PC9, taking 

into account the results of ground-truthing and any new 

archaeological reporting since September 2021, being the date that 

the Archaeological Site Inventory was handed over to HCC.  
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c) The planning maps provided in PC9 were reviewed to confirm 

whether the mapped extents accurately reflected the site extents 

provided in the Archaeological Site Inventory or the results from 

ground-truthing and the review of archaeological site information.  

  

26. Archaeological and cultural sites in the Peacockes Structure Plan Area were 

identified as outside the scope of PC9 as the mapping and scheduling of 

these sites were part of Plan Change 5. 

 

27. Archaeological and cultural sites which were scheduled in the Operative 

District Plan but did not relate to an archaeological site recorded in 

ArchSite were identified as outside the scope of my evidence. 

 

28. Archaeological and cultural sites which were scheduled in the Operative 

District Plan but not otherwise changed by PC9 were identified as outside 

the scope of my evidence. Sites where PC9 deliberately changed the 

mapped extent of the archaeological site were identified as within the 

scope of my evidence. 

 

29. Additional archaeological and cultural sites not recorded in ArchSite were 

also identified as outside the scope of my evidence. 

 

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

 

30. Annexure 1 to this evidence provides my responses to submissions and 

further submissions and my recommendations for changes to PC9. 

 

31. Annexure 2 to this evidence provides my review of the archaeological site 

extents in the planning maps attached to PC9 and identifies where I have 

recommended further changes, and the reasons why. This review was 

provided in response to HCC’s submissions relating to amendments to site 
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extents on the planning maps (submission points 201.34-36), although the 

review has relevance to the other submissions relating to mapping 

amendments. Revised planning maps are provided in Annexure 9. 

 

32. Annexure 3 to this evidence provides my post-notification review of 

archaeological site assessments and “ground-truthing” evidence in 

response to HNZPT’s submission points 151.6, 151.25-26, 151.31-34 

relating to the need for ground-truthing and reviewing the significance of 

archaeological sites in light of the results of ground-truthing. The review 

also has relevance to other submissions relating to ground-truthing and 

methodology concerns. Annexure 3 provides my recommendations for 

alterations to the significance group rankings of archaeological sites as a 

result of the review. 

 

33. Annexures 4 to 8 provide supplemental information relating to individual 

site assessments and are referred to in the tables in Annexures 1 to 3. 

 

UPDATED PC9 PROVISIONS 

 

34. The amended groupings for Archaeological and Cultural Sites as a result of 

my response to submissions and further submissions are provided below. 

Sites that were part of Plan Change 5 have been removed from these 

tables. Archaeological and cultural sites which were scheduled in the 

Operative District Plan but do not relate to an archaeological site recorded 

in ArchSite, or were not otherwise changed by PC9, were identified as 

outside the scope of my evidence. These sites are highlighted in bold in the 

tables below. Recommended changes as a result of my responses to the 

submissions are shown in red. 

 

Group 1 Archaeological and Cultural Sites 

Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

1 A002 S14/204, S14/336 Cement / Lime Works 

1 A003 S14/189 Te Totara Papakainga 



13 
 

Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

1 A004 S14/46 Kairokiroki Paa 

1 A005 S14/59 Te Kourahi Paa 

1 A006 S14/201 Mangaiti - Borrow Pits 

1 A007 S14/38 Miropiko Paa 

1 A008 S14/77 Paa 

1 A009 S14/208 Kukutaruhe - Maaori Horticulture 

1 A010 S14/111 Māori Hor�culture 

1 A011 S14/282 Koromatua - Urupa 

1 A012 S14/25 Te Owhango Paa 

1 A013 S14/27 Kukutaruhe Paa 

1 A014 S14/28 Te Inanga Paa 

1 A015 S14/3  Tupari Paa 

1 A016 S14/34 Te Rapaa Pa 

1 A017 S14/37 Waitawhiriwhiri Urupa 

1 A018 S14/39 Kirikiriroa Paa 

1 A019 S14/41 Opoia Paa 

1 A020 S14/44 Te Paa o Ruamutu 

1 A021 S14/60 Te Parapara Paa 

1 A022 S14/63 Waitawhiriwhiri Paa 

1 A023 S14/90 Whatanoa Paa 

1 A024 S14/97 Te Raratuna O Tutumua Paa / 
Urupa 

1 A025 S14/19, S14/30 Pukete Paa 

1 A026 S14/66 Te Nihinihi Paa 

1 A027 S14/79 Mangaonua Paa 

1 A028 n/a Te Moutere o Koipikau Paa 

1 A029 S14/284 Middens/Umu 

1 A031 S14/112 Paa 

1 A032 S14/17 Paa 

1 A033 S14/18 Mangaharakeke Paa 

1 A101 S14/209 Matakanohi - Borrow Pits 

1 A103 S14/45 Narrows Military Redoubt 

1 A107 S14/48 Paa 

1 A108 S14/57 Hamilton West Redoubt - 
Pukerangiora 

1 A109 S14/95 Galloway Redoubt (listed in PC9 
Group 2 as Narrows Redoubt) 

1 A115 S14/289 Waipahihi Paa 

1 A116 S14/482 The Hamilton Punt 

1 A119 S14/72 Te Tara-ahi Paa (Moules Redoubt) 

1 A152 S14/49 Paa 

1 A155 S14/76 Paa 

1 A156 S14/78 Paa 

1 A166 S14/185 Māori Hor�culture 

1 A168 S14/214 Hamilton West Cemetery 

1 A169 S14/220 Union Bridge (former) 
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Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

1 A176 S14/325 Māori Hor�culture 

1 A177 S14/332 Hamilton East Cemetery 

 

Group 2 Archaeological and Cultural Sites 

Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

2 A001 S14/165 Te Awa o Katapaki / Borrow Pits 

2 A104 S14/102 Ridler's Flour Mill 

2 A114 n/a Te Wehenga Urupa 

2 A117 n/a Mangakookoea Paa 

2 A120 n/a Matakanohi Paa 

2 A121 n/a Urupa (unnamed) 

2 A122 n/a Te Toka O Arurei Urupa 

2 A123 n/a Hua O Te Atua Urupa 

2 A142 S14/113 Pits 

2 A153 S14/52 Paa 

2 A165 S14/337 St Mary’s Monastery and School 
(former) 

2 A171 S14/254 Landing Place 

2 A172 S14/258 Māori Hor�culture 

2 A175 S14/470 Māori Hor�culture 

2 A178 S14/333 Māori Hor�culture 

2 A179 S14/491 Railway Hotel (former) 

2 A180 S14/492 Royal Hotel (former) 

 

Group 3 Archaeological and Cultural Sites 

Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

3 A105 S14/165 Te Awa o Katapaki / Borrow Pits 

3 A106 S14/23 Waahi Taonga / Artefact Find 

3 A110 S14/116 Rotokaeo - Waahi Taonga / Artefact 
Find 

3 A112 S14/4 Waiwherowhero / Borrow Pits 

3 A113 S14/40 Putikitiki - Oven 

3 A118 S14/86 Pukete - Wahi Taonga / Artefact 
Find 

3 A144 S14/203 Maaori Horticulture 

3 A154 S14/71 Wahi Taonga / Artefact Find 

3 A157 S14/485 Māori Hor�culture 

3 A158 S14/89 Waahi Taonga / Artefact Find 

3 A159 S14/91 Paa 

3 A160 S14/92 Agricultural Ditch 

3 A161 S14/93 Waahi Taonga / Artefact Find 

3 A162 S14/130 Swarbrick’s Landing 

3 A163 S14/335 Sod Fence 

3 A164 S14/334 Historic Drain 
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Group Plan Ref: SRF No. Site 

3 A167 S14/191 Knox Drill Hall (former) 

3 A170 S14/473 Historic Dwelling (former) 

3 A173 S14/259 Historic Dwelling (former) 

3 A174 S14/481 Historic Dwelling (former) 

3 A181 S14/496 Maaori Horticulture 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

35. The absence of assessment criteria in Appendix 8 of the District Plan is 

noted and I recommend PC9 is updated to include the following additional 

section: 

 

Appendix 8-4   Assessment of Archaeological Sites 

 

8-1.1 Rankings of Significance 

Rankings for archaeological sites have been established as follows. 

 

Group 1 Archaeological and Cultural Site: An archaeological and cultural site that is 

listed in Schedule 8B in Appendix 8.  It has either visible surface archaeological remains, 

or generally high heritage values, or outstanding or high values when assessed against 

one or more of the assessment criteria.   

   

Group 2 Archaeological and Cultural Site: An archaeological and cultural site that is 

listed in Schedule 8C in Appendix 8.  It has no visible surface archaeological features but 

is highly likely to contain subsurface archaeological remains or has some, but not high 

or outstanding, value when assessed against one or more of the assessment criteria.  

   

Group 3 Archaeological and Cultural Site: means an archaeological and cultural site that 

is listed in Schedule 8CA in Appendix 8.  It has low archaeological significance because 

all previously recorded archaeological features have been destroyed by development or 

investigation, or it is a site with no or unclear archaeological context, such as an artefact 

findspot or a site recorded from hearsay. 

 

8-1.2 Archaeological Site Assessment Criteria 

a) Associative Value – the site has a direct association with, or relationship to, 

a group, institution, event or activity of historical significance. 
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b) Contextual Value – the site is associated with important patterns of local or 

national history, including development and settlement patterns, 

transportation routes, social and economic trends and activities. 

c) Style/Design/Type – the form of the site is representative of a significant 

development period; or has distinctive or special attributes of an aesthetic or 

functional nature; or was associated with a notable architect, designer, 

engineer, builder or practitioner. 

d) Condition – the condition of the place and features of it are good with little 

evidence of damage or disturbance, surface features are visible, or there is a 

likelihood of intact subsurface archaeological remains. 

e) Rarity – the place or features of it are unique, uncommon or rare at a local, 

regional and national level. 

f) Integrity - the form or structure of the place is substantially intact and 

undisturbed, or the degree to which the place is vulnerable to deterioration 

or destruction. 

g) Setting – the physical and visual character of the site or setting is of 

importance to the value of the place and extends its significance. 

h) Group Value- the site is associated with other sites, areas or features sharing 

the same context. 

i) Information Potential – the potential of the site to provide information on 

past activities and lifeways; the range of features to be found during 

archaeological investigation of the site. 

j) Research Potential – the potential of the site to provide evidence, or has 

already provided evidence, to address archaeological research questions. 

k) Importance to Community – the place is important to the local community 

as a landmark, visual feature or focal point for community identity or 

activities. 

l) Cultural Associations – the site is context for community identity or sense of 

place to distinct cultural groups or societies, or has evidence of past 

associations with distinct cultural groups or societies. 

m) Amenity Value – the site is a public amenity, able to be accessed by members 

of the community; the interpretative capacity and educational value of the 

site with the use of signage or landscaping. 

n) Aesthetic Appeal – the visual appearance of the site is aesthetically pleasing 

or able to be easily understood as an archaeological site or former location of 

activities; the presence of surface visible features or interpretation panels. 
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36. In respect of the assessment of sites, the scheduling of sites, and the extent 

of their mapping, I support the changes to the District Plan proposed in 

PC9, subject to the recommendations provided in my responses to 

submissions. 

 

Nicholas Matthew Cable 

1 September 2023
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Annexure 8: A112 Aerial Photograph 
 

 
1943 aerial photograph with A112 outlined in red (Retrolens.co.nz).  

 

A112 ( S14/4) 
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