APPENDIX 9

EFFECTS ON
HERITAGE

LYTTELTON PORT OF CHRISTCHURCH (LPC) RECONSTRUCTION: AN
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

MATTHEW CARTER
UNDERGROUND OVERGROUND ARCHAEOLOGY LTD

NOVEMBER 2014

UNPUBLISHED REPORT FOR LYTTELTON PORT OF CHRISTCHURCH

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 2
Scope of works ................................................................................................................................ 2
Statutory requirements .................................................................................................................. 8
Methodology ................................................................................................................................... 9
Historical summary ....................................................................................................................... 10
Previous archaeological work ....................................................................................................... 15
Research results ............................................................................................................................ 17
Māori archaeological sites ........................................................................................................ 18
European archaeological sites .................................................................................................. 19
Archaeological and other values ................................................................................................... 24
Condition ................................................................................................................................... 24
Contextual value ....................................................................................................................... 24
Rarity ......................................................................................................................................... 24
Information potential................................................................................................................ 25
Cultural associations ................................................................................................................. 25
Amenity value ........................................................................................................................... 25
Historic heritage values............................................................................................................. 25
Overall archaeological value ..................................................................................................... 26
Assessment of effects ................................................................................................................... 33
Construction of the upper and lower haul roads (Battery Point battery; M36/93) ................. 33
Replacement or repair of the No. 1 breastwork (M36/341) .................................................... 34
Officer's point breakwater (M36/307) ...................................................................................... 34
Repair or replacement of the oil berth and associated seawall (M36/309) ............................. 34
Repair or replacement of No. 7 jetty/wharf (M36/334) ........................................................... 35
Upgrade of the Dampier Bay marina (M36/342) ...................................................................... 35
Repair or replacement of jetty 2 (M36/306) ............................................................................ 35
Repair or replacement of Jetty 3 (M36/308) ............................................................................ 36
No. 4 wharf (M36/326) ............................................................................................................. 36
No. 5 wharf (M36/343) ............................................................................................................. 37
No. 6 wharf (M36/317) ............................................................................................................. 37
Repair and replacement of pavements..................................................................................... 37
Demolition and replacement of the maintenance straddle workshop .................................... 38
Repair, replacement and demolition of buildings .................................................................... 38
No. 6 breastwork (M36/333) .................................................................................................... 39
Gladstone Pier (M36/314) ........................................................................................................ 39
Definition of ‘recommendations’ .............................................................................................. 42

Interpretation &/or mitigation ................................................................................................. 43
Discussion and Conclusions .......................................................................................................... 43
References .................................................................................................................................... 44
Abbreviations ............................................................................................................................ 44
Appendix 1: Recorded archaeological sites .................................................................................. 47
Appendix 2: Location of archaeological sites .............................................................................. 125
Appendix 3: Accidental discovery protocol ................................................................................ 129

INTRODUCTION
Lyttelton Port of Christchurch (LPC) are proposing to carry out a range of works necessary to repair
and reconstruct the damage to the port area caused by the 2010/2011 earthquake sequence. The
recovery and reconfigurations works will extend the operational area of the port beyond its February
2011 boundaries (Figure 1 and Figure 2). This archaeological assessment has been commissioned to
assess the likelihood that archaeological remains will be encountered during the course of the
proposed work, and the value of those remains.
A previous version of this assessment will form the basis of an application for a global archaeological
authority to undertake the proposed works in relation to the large number of archaeological sites
present at the port. A global authority is considered an appropriate alternative to applying for 60+
individual archaeological authorities. This assessment has excluded five archaeological sites from the
global authority application due to of their high or unknown archaeological values. These five sites
will require separate authority applications if a proposal will destroy or damage the site (F. van der
Heijden, pers. comm., 2014.)
This assessment has been prepared in accordance with the Heritage New Zealand guidelines on
preparing archaeological assessments (NZHPT 2006). As such, only pre-1900 archaeological sites and
features were assessed.

SCOPE OF WORKS
Due to the long-term nature of the planned works at the port, the exact details, including detailed
design, of all projects are not yet available. However, where the planning of projects is sufficiently
advanced, the details are outlined below in Table 1.
The planned works include, but are not limited to:







the removal of wharves;
ground remediation works;
demolition of buildings and structures;
the removal of breakwaters;
reclamation; and
the construction of wharves.
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Figure 1. Lyttelton Harbour, showing the location of Lyttelton Port of Christchurch. Image: Google Maps.
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Figure 2. The area that was assessed for the Port recovery plan included the LPC port (shown in blue) and the adjacent Local Government owned land to the southwest
(in pink). Image: CERA.
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Table 1. Description of works planned by LPC.

Project:

Purpose

Description of work

Construction of
the Upper and
Lower Haul Roads

To allow access to the Gollans Bay Quarry to source
armour rock and fill material. Secondary use may
support the removal of excess material from Sumner
Road.

Excavation and some blasting will be required to construct the haul road. Rock will be end
tipped into the reclamation, and loess will likely be disposed off site or, if considered, an
appropriate material may be used on site.

Replacement or
repair of the No. 1
Breastwork

To repair or replace the No. 1 breastwork to enable it
to be used for its pre-earthquake function of serving
the Holcim Cement facility.

Either option will likely include partial or full demolition of the existing wharf deck and
removal of piles. The entire seawall and batter slope will need to be excavated, re-graded
and rock armour replaced. The wharf and associated infrastructure will then need to be
replaced. This will likely include installation of piles (Approx no. 30) and construction of a
wharf deck and associated services.

Upgrade and
repair of the dry
dock

The dry dock and associated pump house suffered
damage from the earthquake sequence of 2010/11
and require repairs and upgrading to enable it to
continue to undertake ship maintenance and repair
work.

The original dry dock pump house was demolished after the earthquakes and a
replacement is planned. This will likely require modification or removal of the original
pump house foundations. The wastewater treatment of the dry dock is also to be
upgraded. A hand rail and/or fall arrest system, and control measures to counter
freshwater seepage into the dock are to be installed.

Repair or
replacement of
the oil berth

The oil berth and associated seawall were damaged by
the earthquake sequence of 2010/11 and require
replacement or repair.

Either option will likely include partial or full demolition of the existing wharf deck and
removal of piles. The current proposal involves relocating the wharf 22 m seaward from
the existing berth line and constructing a new wharf to accommodate the bulk fuel
vessels. This will likely include the installation of piles (Approx no. 48) and construction of
a wharf deck, gangway tower and associated services.

Repair or
replacement of
No. 7 jetty/wharf

The No. 7 jetty/wharf and seawall were damaged by
the earthquakes and require replacement or repair at
same location.

Either option will likely include partial or full demolition of the existing wharf deck and
removal of piles. The Seawall and batter slope will require remedial works; this is likely to
include partial or full excavation and reinstatement of the seawall. If the replacement
option is pursued it is anticipated that the wharf will be replaced on a like for like basis.

Upgrade of marina

To upgrade marina and associated land-based
facilities.

Removal of existing pile based mooring system and replacement with modern floating
pontoon marina. Earthworks associated with the provision of improved sealed car
parking. Earthworks and construction associated with commercial development.
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Repair or
replacement of
Jetty 2

The wharf and seawall were damaged by the
earthquakes and require replacement or repair at
same location.

Either option will likely include partial or full demolition of the existing wharf deck and
removal of piles. The seawall and batter slope will require remedial works; this is likely to
include partial or full excavation and reinstatement of the seawall. If the replacement
option is pursued it is anticipated that the wharf will be replaced on a like for like basis.

Repair or
replacement of
Jetty 3

The wharf and seawall were damaged by the
earthquakes and require replacement or repair at
same location.

Either option will likely include partial or full demolition of the existing wharf deck and
removal of piles. The seawall and batter slope will require remedial works; this is likely to
include partial or full excavation and reinstatement of the seawall. If the replacement
option is pursued it is anticipated that the wharf will be replaced on a like for like basis.

Demolition of
Jetty 4

The wharf was damaged by the earthquakes and as the
structure was coming to the end of its use life, it will
be demolished and not replaced.

Demolition will remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure.

Demolition of
Jetty 5

The wharf was damaged by the earthquakes and as the
structure was coming to the end of its use life, it will
be demolished and not replaced.

Demolition will remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure.

Demolition of
Jetty 6

The wharf was damaged by the earthquakes and as the
structure was coming to the end of its use life, it will
be demolished and not replaced.

Demolition will remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure.

Repair and
replacement of
pavements

To repair damage caused by the earthquakes to the
pavements in order to aid internal transport in the
Port operations area.

Repairs and replacement of pavement will typically involve excavation, importation of
hard-fill, grading, compaction and placement of asphalt.

Demolition and
replacement of
the maintenance
straddle workshop

The original maintenance straddle workshop was
damaged by the earthquakes and had become
unsuitable for current operations. As such a new
purpose built facility is planned.

The work requires the demolition and pavement overlay of the existing facility, and the
construction of a new facility. This project will likely require excavations for the
demolition of the old facility, and also for the construction of the foundations of the new
facility.
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Repair,
replacement and
demolition of
buildings

The various port building suffered damage from the
earthquakes that ranged from minor to complete asset
loss. Depending on the degree of damage port
buildings will be repaired, replaced or demolished.

The repair, replacement and demolition of buildings will require a range of actions
including excavation and construction activities.

Demolition of No.
6 breastwork

The breastwork was damaged by the earthquakes and
as the structure was coming to the end of its use life, it
will be demolished and not replaced.

Demolition will remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure.

Demolition of
Gladstone pier
and possible
construction of
outer cruise ship
berth

Gladstone pier was damaged by the earthquakes and
requires demolition and possible replacement.

Demolition will remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure. Building
of the outer cruise ship berth would require excavation and the driving of piles.

Removal of the
western extent of
Officer's
breakwater

To reorganise the inner harbour and allow the
construction of an outer cruise ship berth.

Removal of this section of the breakwater would require excavation and dredging.
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STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS
The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 provides protection for archaeological sites and
is administered by Heritage New Zealand. Under the Act an archaeological site is defined as any
place in New Zealand (including buildings, structures or shipwrecks) that was associated with pre1900 human activity, where there is evidence relating to the history of New Zealand that can be
investigated using archaeological methods (Heritage New Zealand 2014a).
Under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act, anyone who wishes to destroy or damage an
archaeological site requires an authority to do so. It is illegal to destroy or damage an archaeological
site without an authority from Heritage New Zealand. The Act allows up to 40 days for a decision to
be made on the authority after the authority application has been lodged. An authority may be
granted with conditions, such as archaeological survey, monitoring and/or excavation. Any
archaeologist carrying out work as a condition of the authority must be approved by Heritage New
Zealand under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act. Once the authority has been granted,
there is a statutory 15 working day stand-down period before earthworks can begin.
Summary of the timeframes associated with applying for an archaeological authority:
 Within five working days of receiving the application, Heritage New Zealand will advise
whether or not the application has been accepted (this is dependent on whether or not
sufficient information has been supplied with the application).
 Once accepted, Heritage New Zealand has 20 to 40 working days to process the
application.
 After the authority has been granted, there is a 15 working day stand-down period
before earthworks can begin.
Through the Recovery Plan process, LPC is not seeking an exemption from the Act, or otherwise
seeking to amend any requirements or obligations under that Act. This assessment has however
been prepared to support the Recovery Plan to assess the effects of the proposed works, including
the likelihood that archaeological remains will be encountered during the course of the proposed
works, and the value of those remains.
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METHODOLOGY
Prior to carrying out the site visits, the history of the port land was researched. This involved
consulting a wide range of sources outlining the history of the area. Both primary and secondary
sources were used. Amongst the primary sources consulted were the extensive collection of historic
maps and plans held by Lyttelton Port of Christchurch (LPC holds some hundreds of such
documents), historic photographs and survey plans available via Landonline. Several LPC plans are
reproduced in this report, with the permission of LPC. Archives New Zealand holds a significant
number of files relating to the history of the port but these were not consulted, as sufficient detail
about the built history of the port could be obtained from other sources. Similarly, little research
was carried out using Papers Past.
Sources specifically relating to the Māori history of the area that were consulted include W. A.
Taylor’s Lore and History of the South Island Māori , Atholl Anderson’s The Welcome of Strangers,
Challis’s Ka Pakihi Whakatekateka o Waitaha: The archaeology of Canterbury in Māori times and the
Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013 (Jolly 2013). Consultation was also undertaken with Ngāti
Wheke.
The main sources relating to the European history of the port that used were Rice’s Lyttelton: Port
and town and W. H. Scotter’s history of the port. For a full list of the sources used, the references list
at the end of the report should be consulted.
ArchSite, the New Zealand Archaeological Association’s digital site recording scheme, was used to
identify any archaeological sites already recorded within the boundaries of the port.
During the course of the historical research, the information about potential archaeological sites was
collated on site recording sheets and in a Google Earth layer. The Google Earth layer was used to
record the location and extent of potential archaeological sites, which then informed the field work.
This layer also provides the spatial extent of known/potential archaeological sites and thus can be
used by LPC to inform their earthworks strategies. These locations should not be treated as exact
locations due to the vagaries of overlaying historic maps in Google Earth. This report should be read
in conjunction with the Google Earth layer.
Matthew Carter carried out an archaeological survey of the port on 26-27 February 2014. The
second day of the survey included a water-based survey, where relevant parts of the port were
inspected from a small boat. It was not possible to inspect some parts of the affected area
(particularly those at the east end) due to safety concerns related to the cliffs above Sumner Road.
Similarly, it was not possible to inspect some other areas of the port due to the dangers posed by
either earthquake damage or port operations. Where this affected the ability to inspect a
known/potential archaeological site, this is noted in relation to the site.
Following the archaeological survey, the site recording sheets for each known/potential
archaeological site were updated, with location information, photographs and condition
information. Based on the combined available information about the site, the site’s archaeological
value was assessed and recommendations for its future management made. For ease of reference,
this information is summarised on the site recording sheet, and more detailed information about the
value of each site is provided in the ‘Archaeological and other values’ section of this assessment. The
site recording sheets are designed so that the relevant information about a site can easily be
extracted from the document and used for management purposes.
This assessment has focused on those sites within the project area that meet the definition of an
archaeological site under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, i.e. were formed prior to 1900.
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As such, the physical remains of post-1900 structures are not discussed in the ‘Research results’
section.

HISTORICAL SUMMARY1
Formed from the remnants of an extinct volcano, Lyttelton harbour has been the site of human
activity for over 800 years (Rice 2004:14).
Prior to European settlement the harbour was known as Whakaraupō, or harbour of raupō (Burgess
2009:7). The first occupants of the area were Waitaha, followed by Ngāti Mamoe in the 16th century
(Anderson 1998:22-23). For Ngāti Mamoe the area surrounding Lyttelton, which they named
Ohinehou, was a mahinga kai. The pioki, or gummy shark, was hunted there on a seasonal basis (R.
Couch, pers. comm. 2011). Ngāti Mamoe was eventually displaced in the 18th century by Ngāi Tahu,
who established a settlement at Rapaki (Anderson 1998:38).Rapaki later became a native reserve
and is today the site of a marae. Ōhinehou (now Lyttelton) is noted as the place where an early 18th
century Ngāi Tahu war party fought and defeated the resident mana whenua Ngāti Mamoe (Jolly
2013: 34).
Māori travelled backwards and forwards across the Port Hills, between the settlements around
Whakaraupō and the settlements and resources on the inland side of the hills. Both the Port Hills
and Banks Peninsula provided access to forest-related resources, including a rich birdlife (Challis
1995). By the time the first Europeans arrived in the area the settlement at Ohinehou appears to
have been abandoned. Visiting French whalers described settlements at Whakaraupō as “a cluster of
huts and some whata on which were stores of dried fish, sacks of kumara and cakes of roasted fern
root” (Anderson 1998: 151). No Māori were recorded as living in this part of Whakaraupō between
1840 and 1861 (Anderson 1998: 151).
By the 1820s the Ngāi Tahu population of Banks Peninsula was on the decline due to the Kai Huanga
feud. The population suffered a further decrease in the1830s following the massacres of the Ngāti
Toa war chief Te Rauparaha (Rice 2004:14). Lists of Māori settlement sites of the early 19th century
have been compiled from traditional and historical sources (Orchiston 1974: Table 2.5; Anderson
1988: Figs. 14 and 15). By this stage there had been a migration of populations to the Horomaka
harbours frequented by trading vessels and whaling ships, particularly to Akaroa, Koukourarata (Port
Levy), and Whakaraupo (Lyttelton Harbour; Anderson 1988: 34-35, 76).
Despite this, European vessels still visited the Banks Peninsula region in order to trade with the local
inhabitants. It was a flax trader, Captain William Wiseman, working on behalf of Australian
merchants Cooper and Levy, who gave Lyttelton its first European name: Port Cooper. Although
British, French and American whaling vessels visited the harbour, Akaroa remained the main port of
call for the Banks Peninsula region (Rice 2004: 14-17).
During this early period of Māori-European interaction, local Māori had a market area – and several
whare – at the east end of Norwich Quay (now recorded as archaeological site M36/229). This was
subsequently moved to the west end of the original foreshore, around the corner of Norwich Quay
and Dublin Street, including Sutton Reserve and the area around the Moorhouse tunnel mouth. Both
these areas were also the site of fishing villages before European arrival in the area (Burgess 2009:
App. 4).

1

This section is not a full outline of the history of the Lyttelton Port but a summary of the relevant
information.
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Following the establishment of a farm by the Deans family on the Canterbury plains, Port Cooper
was used as a landing site for surveyors who were looking to establish a colony on the plains. The
plan for a British colony at Whakaraupō was prepared in 1847 by Edward Gibbon Wakefield and
John Robert Dudley. In 1848 they formed the Canterbury Association with the support of the
Anglican Church. Originally the main settlement in Canterbury was to be called Lyttelton, after the
association’s chairman, George William Lyttelton, 5th Baron Lyttelton. However the association
decided to name its first settlement, that which was established at Port Cooper, after Lyttelton
instead (Rice 2004:17).
In 1848 Captain Joseph Thomas was sent by the association to survey the region and plan the new
settlement. Initially Thomas suggested the establishment of a settlement at Teddington, but he later
realised that the process of reclamation would prove to be too expensive (Rice 2004:17). With the
main settlement being relocated to the plains, Thomas moved the site of the main port to what was
then known as Erskine Bay in Port Cooper (Rice 2004:18).
By September 1849, Thomas (with the help of Charles Torlesse) had surveyed the proposed site for
the Lyttelton settlement. The street plan was drafted by Edward Jollie (Rice 2004:18). The
settlement was officially gazetted as a port of entry on 30 August 1849. The following year saw the
arrival of the First Four Ships that brought the Canterbury Association’s first settlers to Canterbury.
By the end of the year the settlement had grown to include a jetty, a customs house, a hotel,
barracks and 25 houses (Rice 2004:19).
There were, however, concerns that the harbour was unsuitable for a port. Engineers suggested that
the neighbouring Gollans Bay would be a more appropriate location as it would allow larger vessels
to dock and unload. Regardless, efforts were taken to ensure that Lyttelton could accommodate the
growing number of vessels. One such progressive individual was the merchant, John Thomas
Peacock, who in 1857 oversaw the construction of a second jetty on Norwich Quay (Scotter
1968:62). The construction of the second jetty led to an increase in shipping which resulted in the
rise of exports (Scotter 1968:63).
By 1859 a sea wall on either side of the Government wharf had been constructed (Rice 2004:26).
However, criticism of the port continued, especially since many vessels were forced to berth further
out in the harbour and be unloaded through the use of lightermen (Scotter 1968:67). Some cargo
vessels even took weeks to unload (Rice 2004:25).
Against the backdrop of these developments, plans were also being made to connect the port to
Christchurch via railway. The concept of a railway linking the port town of Lyttelton with
Christchurch had been the hope of many early English settlers in Lyttelton, who had left their
homeland at a time when the railway industry was rapidly expanding (Scotter 1968:63). However it
was not until an English engineer, G.R. Stephenson, had completed a report in 1859 that the idea
was given official consideration. Work began on the tunnel in 1860 but was hindered by hard rock
and the lack of available men due to the lure of the gold rush taking place on the West Coast. The
tunnel was finally opened in 1867 (Rice 2004: 33).
The railway contributed significantly to the development of Lyttelton and the tunnel became known
as the ‘throat of the province’ (Rice 2004: 29). Debris from the excavation was used to form
reclaimed land in Erskine Bay (Rice 2004:35).
During construction there were proposals for the railway to continue as far as Gollans Bay, which
was still considered to be the more appropriate location for a port. However Stephenson argued in
favour of Lyttelton and suggested that land should be reclaimed (Scotter 1968:68). Edward Dobson,
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a member of the railway commission established by the council, suggested that the tunnel should be
straightened in order for the railway line to continue as far as a jetty, which would extend out into
the harbour (Scotter 1968:68).
This was accepted by the contractors, who felt that a straight tunnel was safer. The plans were also
accepted by the Provincial Government when Dobson presented them in 1862 (Scotter 1968:68).
However, the plans were opposed by some members of the council and this disagreement led to the
establishment of the Lyttelton Wharf Commission in November of that year. The commission’s
priority was to determine the most appropriate location for a wharf that would accommodate larger
vessels. However, because the commission was largely composed of individuals who were
merchants and vessel masters, the organisation favoured plans that emphasised the needs of
shipping rather than rail (Scotter 1968:69).
Instead of Dobson’s plan of an extended wharf, the commission suggested that a breakwater,
extending from Officers Point, with a wharf, should be formed. The submissions were put before an
English commission, which dismissed them all save for that of the local commission. The English
commission suggested that as well as a breakwater from Officers Point, a second breakwater
extending from Naval Point should be constructed (Scotter 1968:71).
In July 1859 further work was undertaken on the Government wharf that saw it extended through
the screw-pile method. An embankment with a wooden seawall was also constructed between the
jetty and the reclamation at the mouth of the tunnel. A short jetty was also built at the western end
of this seawall (the lighter jetty). The seawall and the short jetty were contracted to E.G. Wright, an
engineer, while the screw pile jetty was overseen by Alexander Cairns. Progress was slow, however,
due to the peculiarities of the Lyttelton mud and in October 1866 the government took over the
work on the screw-pile jetty (Scotter 1968:74). Work was also undertaken on building the
breakwater from Officers Point through the use of prison labour (Scotter 1968:75). The need for
breakwaters was confirmed when a tsunami hit the port in August 1868 (Rice 2004:38).
With the completion of the railway tunnel in 1867 attention was once again focused on the need for
adequate berthage (Scotter 1968:77). The 1870s saw an increase in grain production in Canterbury
and therefore the port was forced to deal with a high volume of exports (Scotter 1968:80). John
Marshman, the general manager of the Canterbury provincial railways, stressed the need for a third
wharf in order to cope with the demands (Scotter 1968:81).
In 1872, in order to ensure that the plans for harbour development would meet government
approval, Superintendent William Rolleston requested that the Minister of Public Works provide him
with the services of John Carruthers, the engineer in chief for the New Zealand government, and his
assistant, John Blackett. The report they produced outlined the need for the harbour to be dredged,
that the Officers Point breakwater be extended, that another wharf capable of carrying railway lines,
another breakwater be constructed and a jetty for lighterage be erected at the tunnel mouth
(Scotter 1968:84).
In December 1873 the firm Hawkins, Stock and Company signed the contracts for the Officers Point
mole and wharf and the Naval Point breakwater. Another company, Connor and McKay, oversaw the
construction of the lighterage jetty. The contracts were eventually taken over by a newly formed
firm, that of Hawkins and Martindale (Scotter 1968:84).
The breakwater wharf was formally opened in February 1874 and was named Gladstone pier after
the first ship to dock there, W.E. Gladstone. The breakwaters were finally completed in 1876 (Scotter
1968:84). The dredge, Erskine, started its work deepening the harbour in August of that year,
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accompanied by the hopper barges, Sumner and Heathcote (Rice 2004:42). Apart from sporadic
work in 1887 and 1890 the dredge and barges were made redundant in 1886 (Rice 2004:51). As a
result of this dredging the need for lightering steadily began to decline (Scotter 1968:87). These
developments led to an increase in shipping, both domestic and international (Rice 2004:42).
In 1876 the Provincial Government was disestablished and the Lyttelton Harbour Board took over
the management of the port. The composition of the board represented the two groups that had
vested interests in the growth of the port, businessmen and farmers (Rice 2004:43).
In 1878 the harbour board started on new projects, the first of which was the construction of a
graving dock. The £92,000 contract for this was given to Ware and Jones and the firm was required
to also cut away the Naval Point hill and reclaim the land (Scotter 1968:136). There were delays,
however, due to the need for the cassion (floating gateway) to be delivered from Glasgow. When it
finally opened on 3 January 1883 there was a large celebration, with trains bringing guests to a
ceremony held in the export shed (Scotter 1968:137).
Although the graving dock allowed the Lyttelton Harbour Board to repair its own vessels, it was not
used enough to recover the cost of its construction (Scotter 1968:138). The transition from sail to
steam also meant that it was unable to accommodate new and larger vessels (Rice 2004:48).
Built in 1884 and situated next to the graving dock was a patent slip designed by C. Napier Bell and
constructed by John Stinson (Scotter 1968:138). In 1885 Peacock’s wharf was replaced by the new
No. 7 Ocean Steamer wharf, which was also designed by Bell (Scotter, 1968:139).
As well as harbour improvements, the 1880s also saw the installation of military defences. The
threat of war in Europe in 1878 resulted in the New Zealand government obtaining four guns from
Britain (Scotter 1968:145). These were placed on Gladstone pier in 1879 and in the following year
the naval brigade was formed (Rice 2004:53). The Russian incursion into Afghanistan in 1885 led to
further defensive measures, with the installation of a 64 pounder gun at Officers Point and the
formation of N Battery of the New Zealand Naval Volunteers (Rice 2004:53).
The 1880s also saw the formation of a union for the Lyttelton waterside workers (Rice 2004:51).
Working conditions in the port were rough, with long hours and constant danger. Despite this, the
men who worked the port were not the underclass found in other city ports, but rather men who
lived and socialised together with their fellow workers and overseers (Scotter 1968:151). Although
the 1880s was a time of economic depression for New Zealand, Lyttelton was fortunate, as the
Canterbury wheat boom and the export of frozen meat to Britain kept the worst effects of the
depression at bay (Rice 2004:44).
When the 1890 Maritime Strike, which had its origins in Australia, reached New Zealand, the
workers of Lyttelton joined in August. Although the strike only lasted until October, there were still
instances of disorder (Rice 2004:51). The Lyttelton Harbour Board was pressured by bodies
representing Canterbury farmers and was forced to intervene and ensure that the work continued
(Scotter 1968: 152). As a result of the strike the Canterbury Employers’ Association prevented
unionists from working at the Lyttelton docks (Rice 2004:52).
The 1890s saw the end of the depression and an increase in the number of ships (Rice 2004:60). One
of the new developments was the formation in 1895 of an interisland ferry service to Wellington.
The Penguin was the first vessel to offer such transport and this was expanded upon in the following
year by the Union Steamship Company (Rice 2004:62). The impact of the ferry service meant that by
the early 1900s the No. 2 Wharf became known as the Ferry Wharf (Rice 2004:69).
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The dawn of the 20th century was marked by Lyttelton being the port of operations for three
expeditions to Antarctica, culminating in Robert Falcon Scott’s ill-fated 1910-1912 voyage (Rice
2004:66). Lyttelton was chosen most likely due to its close proximity to the Ross Sea area and
because R.J. Scott, the professor of engineering at Canterbury University College, was Scott’s cousin
(Scotter 1968:177).
The 1900s also saw a renewal of dredging as none had taken place since 1895 and as a result there
had been a gradual accumulation of silt. The Lyttelton Harbour Board purchased the dredge
Manchester to undertake this work in 1900 (Scotter 1968:159). However, the renewal of dredging
led to disagreements among the harbour board as to where the spoil should be dumped (Scotter
1968: 162-163). In 1909 it was finally decided to start a process of reclamation behind the
breakwater at Naval Point (Scotter 1968:163).
The Naval Point reclamation was eventually finished in 1925. After the land had settled railway lines
and roads were laid across its surface. Oil companies such as Vacuum Oil and British Imperial Oil
then used the land to construct their new storage facilities. Many of these oil tanks were
constructed by the local engineering firm, Andersons’ engineering works (Rice 2004:92).
With the economic downturn following World War I, the depression of the 1930s and then the
outbreak of the World War II in 1939, there were no further major construction projects at the port
until the 1950s. In 1951 the Lyttelton Harbour Board Empowering Act was passed by Parliament,
granting a loan for the improvement of the No. 7 jetty. In the following year the loan was raised so
that further repairs could be made to the Ferry Wharf. A second tunnel was also built during this
period (Scotter 1968:289).
A new reclamation project, situated between Windy Point and Gladstone pier, started in 1957. This
was designed by James A. Cashin, the former senior assistant engineer at the port of Liverpool. By
creating a new eastern reclamation, Cashin aimed to create more room for cargo handling, as well as
a new site for transit sheds (Rice 2004: 119). The construction was a lengthy process, as tests had to
be carried out by a British hydraulic research station based at Wallingford in Berkshire. Because the
liquid mud of Lyttelton harbour had to be overcome by unique methods of engineering, the
construction of the reclamation was visited by many overseas experts (Rice 2004: 120).
The new eastern reclamation, named Cashin Quay, was opened in 1964 (Rice 2004:122). This quay
provided the ample space required for the newly implemented cargo containers and in 1973 the
container wharf was opened (Rice 2004:134). At the time Lyttelton, along with Port Chalmers, was
one of only two cargo container ports in the South Island (Rice 2004:135).
The Lyttelton Harbour Board continued to manage the port until October 1989 when the
organisation was disestablished by the Port Companies Act 1988 and taken over by the Lyttelton
Port Company (Rice 2004: 137-138). The 1980s also saw the removal of the oil storage tanks at
Dampier Bay following an explosion in 1985, and the replacement of the 1884 patent slip in 1987
(Rice 2004: 143).
The changes implemented by the Lyttelton Harbour Board saw the formation of various heritage
groups who sought to preserve the maritime history of the port. One such group, the Norwich Quay
Preservation Society, assisted in the removal of the historic signal box from its original site to a new
location opposite the Lyttelton Historical Museum (Rice 2004:149). Despite this, the historic crane
Rapaki and the Te Whaka dredge were unable to remain in situ. Since they belonged to the company
they were put up for sale, and then relocated to Auckland and Dunedin (Rice 2004:147). The last of
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the port’s electric cranes were removed in 1994 and replaced by modern equivalents (Rice 2004:
147).
Despite the damage caused by the 2010-2011 Canterbury earthquakes, the Port of Lyttelton
continues to operate in its original role as an export and import zone between the South Island and
the rest of the world.

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL WORK
Lyttelton Port is located in a medium-density archaeological landscape in the township of Lyttelton
(Figure 3).
The area within the project boundaries has been the subject of a number of archaeological
investigations. As described below, this work has provided information relating to the occupation
and use of the area by both Māori and Europeans and has resulted in the recording of nine
archaeological sites into the New Zealand Archaeological Association’s digital database, ArchSite
(Table 2)
Table 2. Archaeological sites recorded within the project boundaries. Source: ArchSite
NZAA site
Site type
Māori or
Description
number
European
M36/42

artefact find

Māori

Artefact.

N36/57

midden/oven

Māori

Midden.

M36/229

midden/oven

Māori

Midden and oven remnants.

M36/93

military (non-Māori)

European

Gun emplacement.

M36/99

military (non-Māori)

European

Rifle butts.

N36/106

military (non-Māori)

European

Musket trenches.

M36/230

commercial

European

Nineteenth century building location.

M36/220

commercial

European

Commercial building built 1863.

M36/205

transport/communication

European

Christchurch to Lyttelton Rail Tunnel.
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Figure 3. Recorded archaeological sites in Lyttelton. The area that was assessed included the LPC port (outlined in red) and the adjacent local government-owned land
(dashed red line). Image: ArchSite.
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In 2009, Dan Witter carried out an archaeological survey of Gollans Bay and Battery Point, below
Sumner Road, for OCTA and the Lyttelton Port of Christchurch. In particular, Witter looked for
evidence for Māori and European use of Gollans Bay. Although he found none of the former, he did
find an 1890s bottle, a possible wagon wheel, a small peach tree and some ornamental flowers,
which he suggested may have been evidence of European occupation of the area. At Battery Point,
Witter recorded all visible features in the Battery Point Historic Area (Witter 2009).
Following heavy rains in May 2009 a section of the Lyttelton portal of the Lyttelton Rail Tunnel, built
in 1861-1867, collapsed. During the repair of this retaining wall Dan Witter was contracted to
monitor the removal of the historical fabric. This work allowed Witter to identify the material and
methods used to construct the railway retaining wall (Witter 2010).
The Canterbury earthquakes of 2010-11 severely damaged the building at 17 Norwich Quay, leading
to its demolition. This building, known as the Forbes building, was constructed in 1863, and was a
New Zealand Historic Places Trust listed building (List. No. 7530). The demolition of this building was
monitored by archaeologist Nicholas Cable. The removal of the building’s foundations revealed the
remains of a wharf pile, and the location of where the seawall would have been (N. Cable, pers.
comm.).
In 2012, following the Canterbury earthquakes of 2011, the former Lyttelton Post Office Building at 7
Norwich Quay was demolished. As this building was constructed in 1875 the demolition of the
building and removal of the foundations was monitored by an archaeologist. This work (Dodd &
Watson 2012) revealed much about the techniques utilised in the construction of the building.
Furthermore, removal of the foundations revealed what was believed to be a seawall built in 1849,
and the remains of a pre-contact Māori oven and midden deposits. This work provided the first
physical evidence of Māori occupation in this area, and insights into the fishing and subsistence
activities that took place there.
In addition to the work described above, four sites within the boundaries of the project area have
also been recorded. The site of M36/99 was recorded in 1994 and is the location of the Polhill’s Bay
rifle range, which was used by the Lyttelton Volunteer Artillery as early as 1866. The site comprises
four rifle range mounds and butts and an access track. A musket earthwork was recorded as site
N36/106 in 1961. This earthwork consisted primarily of an earthen parapet with an associated ‘zigzag’ trench extending out from it.
M36/42 was recorded in 1971 and relates to an artefact cache of a pounamu adze and two bone fish
hooks found in the late 1930s. This site was subsequently destroyed by harbour works. A midden
(comprising a layer of shell and charcoal) was recorded as N36/57 in 1969. At this time it was noted
that it was almost destroyed by erosion and that whalers had used this bay in the 1830s.

RESEARCH RESULTS
The investigation of the various historical sources, and the subsequent site inspections revealed a
total of 60 archaeological sites within the boundaries of the recovery plan area. These sites are
evidence of both Māori and European activity in the area. The location of these sites is shown in
Appendix 2 and a summary of the sites is provided in Table 4. This summary includes the site’s name,
its date of construction, and a statement of its archaeological values. A more comprehensive record
of each archaeological site is provided in the site record sheets in Appendix 1, which includes
information about the known history and archaeology of the sites, as well as more detail about the
site’s archaeological values and the recommendations for management.
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Significantly, advice from Heritage New Zealand indicates that five of the 60 archaeological sites
recorded within the boundaries of Lyttelton Port should be excluded from the global authority
application. The sites outlined in Table 3 will require separate authority applications if a proposal will
destroy or damage the site (F. van der Heijden, pers. comm., 2014.) This is largely because of the
high archaeological value of the sites and the recommendations in this assessment that the sites not
be destroyed or modified in any way, but in some instances reflects the lack of information currently
available about the site.
Table 3. Archaeological sites that have been excluded from the proposed global authority.
Name
Archaeological value
Separate archaeological authority required
Musket trenches (pre-1900)
(N36/106)

High

Yes

Polhill’s Bay rifle range (1866)
(M36/99)

High

Yes

Graving dock (1879-82)
(M36/322)

High

Yes

Battery Point battery (1885)
(M36/93)

High

Yes

Henry Le Cren's house &
wharf (1850s) (N36/153)

High

Yes

Māori archaeological sites
The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan (MIMP) 2013 identifies Whakaraupō (Lyttelton Harbour) as a
cultural landscape that contains a number of important mahinga kai, wāhi tapu and wāhi taonga
(Jolly 2013:258). In addition, Ōhinehou (now Lyttelton) is noted as the place where an early 18th
century Ngāi Tahu war party fought and defeated the resident mana whenua Ngāti Mamoe (Jolly
2013: 34). Despite this history, no specific sites of interest are identified within the MIMP for the LPC
project area. The Regional Coastal Environmental Plan for Canterbury does not list any areas of
tangata whenua value within the LPC boundaries.
All recorded Māori archaeological sites within the recovery plan boundaries are discussed in the site
record sheets (with the exception of the destroyed artefact cache, recorded as M36/42). These sites
are indicators of Māori activity in the area, and suggest that further evidence of Māori activity could
be exposed during works at the port, particularly around the pre-1849 shoreline.
Based on the available information (the Cultural Impact Assessment and feedback from Ngāti
Wheke), three areas where there is a high risk of finding a Māori archaeological site have been
identified (Figure 4, Figure 5 and Figure 6). One is between Norwich Quay and the 1849 shoreline,
and is based on oral traditions and the presence of a recorded Māori archaeological site in this area.
A second is near Battery Point, in the vicinity of an artefact cache (M36/42) discovered there during
earthworks. The third is below the Gollans Bay quarry, where a possible Māori archaeological site
has been recorded.
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European archaeological sites
With regards to European archaeological sites that relate to the early period of European settlement
in the area, it was difficult to establish the exact location of structures from the 1840s, 1850s and
1860s. While there are some maps of Lyttelton during this period, they do record the presence of all
known structures. As such, the location of some these structures may not be correct – the
information in this assessment presents our interpretation of the available information. Similarly,
some of the dates relating to these early structures were difficult to pin down, as the secondary
sources present conflicting information. Dates for the construction of sheds were also difficult to pin
down at times, as few histories record the construction of such innocuous structures. As such,
historic maps were frequently used to date the construction of sheds.
Insofar as it was possible, an historic image and map relating to each archaeological site are
contained in the site record sheets. Oftentimes, however, the site in question was only in the
background of the available images, or no map showed it. If a particular structure is marked in red
on an historic map, it indicates that that map shows that structure in that precise location.
While every attempt was made to locate and account for every small shed or other structure within
the port boundaries, the nature of port means that it is almost inevitable that some small sheds may
have been missed during this exercise.
With the exception of those parts of the port reclaimed after 1900, or the eastern end of the port
land, almost the entirety of the port land has been found to have archaeological potential.
Table 4. Archaeological sites identified in the course of the assessment.

Name

NZAA site
number

Archaeological values2

Ohinehou (1465-1660)

M36/229

High.

Midden (pre-1769)

N36/57

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high.

Musket trenches (pre-1900)

N36/106

High.

Canterbury Association’s boathouse (1849)

M36/292

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high.

Erskine Bay sea wall (1849)

M36/293

High.

Government wharf (1849)

M36/294

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high.

Canterbury Association's store (1850)

M36/291

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high.

First post office (1851)

M36/295

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high.

Henry Le Cren's house & wharf (1850s)

N36/153

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high.

John Grubb’s slipway and boatyard (1853)

M36/296

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Peacock's wharf (1857)

M36/297

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Gollans Bay quarry (c.1860)

N36/154

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

J. Drummond Macpherson's store (c.1862)

M36/298

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Forbes/Heywood's building (c.1863)

M36/220

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Heywood's jetty (c.1863)

M36/299

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Hargreaves store (1864)

M36/300

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Breastwork (1866)

M36/301

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Railway yard reclamation (1865)

M36/302

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Lighter jetty (1865)

M36/303

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Polhill’s Bay rifle range (1866)

M36/99

High.

2

This value is taken from Table 5.
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Railway yard (1867)

M36/304

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Lyttelton Station (1867)

M36/305

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

No. 2 wharf (1867)

M36/306

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high.

Officers Point breakwater (1867-1876)

M36/307

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

No. 3 wharf (1871)

M36/308

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Naval Point breakwater (1872)

M36/309

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

NZ Loan and Mercantile Company store
(1872)
First eastern reclamation (1873)

M36/310

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

M36/311

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Boatmen's jetty and slip (1873)

M36/312

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Second railway station (1873)

M36/313

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Gladstone pier (1874)

M36/314

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Government sheds (1874)

M36/315

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Short wharf (1874)

M36/316

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Second post office (1875)

M36/230

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

No. 6 wharf (1875)

M36/317

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Produce sheds (c.1875)

M36/318

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Railway goods sheds (c.1875)

M36/319

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Lighthouse

M36/320

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high.

Eastern reclamation (1879)

M36/321

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

No. 1 breastwork (c.1879)

M36/341

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Dampiers Bay reclamation (c.1879)

M36/342

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Graving dock (1879-82)

M36/322

High.

No. 1 wharf (pre-1881)

M36/323

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Export shed (pre-1881)

M36/324

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Import shed (pre-1881)

M36/325

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

No. 4 wharf (1881)

M36/326

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

No. 5 wharf (1881)

M36/343

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Graving dock pump house (c.1881-82)

M36/327

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Graving dock jetty (c.1881-82)

M36/328

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

No. 5 grain store (1882)

M36/329

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Patent slip (1884)

M36/330

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

No. 6 breastwork (1884)

M36/333

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium.

Battery Point battery (1885)

M36/93

High.

No. 7 wharf (1885)

M36/334

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Cast iron drains (1885)

M36/344

Medium.

Andersons Ltd engineering shop (1886)

M36/335

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Gladstone Quay wool storage sheds (c.1890)

M36/336

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Turntable and engine sheds (c.1890)

M36/337

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

NZ Loan & Mercantile stores (c.1890)

M36/338

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.

Harbour Board cool stores (1891)

M36/339

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium.

Pilgrims Rock (1934)

M36/340

If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low.
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Figure 4. The high risk area (in red) associated with recorded site M36/42 (a destroyed adze cache). Image: Google Earth.
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Figure 5. There is a high risk of finding a Māori archaeological site in the area in red above. Image: Google Earth.
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Figure 6. There is a high risk of finding a Māori archaeological site in the red area. Image: Google Earth.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND OTHER VALUES
Heritage New Zealand recommends using the following criteria to assess the values of an
archaeological site:








The condition of the site.
Does the site possess contextual value?
Is the site unusual, rare or unique, or notable in any other way in comparison to other sites
of its kind?
Information potential.
Does the site have any special cultural associations for any particular communities or groups,
e.g. Māori, European, Chinese.
Amenity value (e.g. educational, visual, landscape). Does the site have potential for public
interpretation and education?
Historic heritage values other than archaeological e.g. historical, architectural, technological,
cultural, aesthetic, scientific, social, spiritual, traditional or other

Values have been assessed as being low, moderate or high. The value of each site that makes up the
port complex has been assessed and summarised in the site record sheets. It is also summarised in
Table 5. There is general discussion of each of these values below, to provide some context for the
information outlined in the table.

Condition
The condition of each site was assessed as an archaeological site, not as a feature of a functioning
port. The constant development of the port from the late 1840s has resulted in many earthworks
and is likely to have resulted in the loss of many archaeological sites. Further, much of the port area
is now paved in some way and thus it was not possible to establish whether or not archaeological
evidence of a given structure might survive.

Contextual value
Context is difficult to assess in an environment such as the port, which has had essentially the same
use for more than 150 years, and where that use has seen numerous changes to the area, with the
loss of some archaeological sites and the heavy modification of others, such as the wharves. While
much of the port’s current fabric was built in the 20th century, its design and layout is 19th century in
origin. Due to the extent of modification to the area, the context of port-related sites is considered
to be medium – if the environment were less modified (or if 1900 were not the cut-off date with
regards to managing the archaeological values of the site), it would be considered to be high.

Rarity
The rarity of each site has been assessed by considering how many other similar types of sites from
the same era survive in New Zealand. Research for this comparison was undertaken by reviewing
entries of port related infrastructure on the New Zealand Heritage List, the Auckland Council Coastal
Heritage Inventory (CHI), and ArchSite (the New Zealand Archaeological Association's digital site
recording database). Grey literature held in the Heritage New Zealand digital library was also
investigated, and conversations were held with heritage professionals in Auckland and Wellington.
Additionally, the author's experience with regard to Otago harbour (Carter 2011) and also
knowledge of the Oamaru harbour (Watson 2004) aided this assessment.
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Although not exhaustive in nature, this research provided a frame of reference in relation to the
rarity of sites found at the Port of Lyttelton. For example, nationally, more than 30 historic sea walls
have been recorded, over 280 wharves, around nine reclamations, at least 32 sheds, seven
breakwaters and three patent slips. However, due to the underdeveloped nature of maritime
archaeology in New Zealand these recorded sites are almost guaranteed to be only a fraction of sites
that are, and were, present around the country.
Despite the investigation of various heritage inventories, the limited information available about the
survival of 19th century sites at other ports around New Zealand meant that it was occasionally
difficult to assess the rarity of a specific site, and in some cases the assessment rarity may represent
a best guess based on the available knowledge. As such, further research in the future could change
the rarity assessment.

Information potential
A site’s information potential was assessed by considering how much information was likely to be
gained through the archaeological analysis of the extant sites. As such, the information potential of a
site is linked to its condition. Further, if a significant amount of information is recorded about the
site in historical plans (such as the structure of a breakwater or wharf), and archaeological analysis
could do little more than confirm whether or not the site was built according to that plan, its
information potential was interpreted as being low. In order to have medium or high information
potential, the remains of the site must be able to contribute significantly to our knowledge of the
history of New Zealand.

Cultural associations
A site was considered to have cultural associations if a known and identified group was associated
with it. For example, Māori archaeological sites generally have high cultural associations, but it must
be noted that Ngāti Wheke are best placed to comment on the values they associate with a
particular site. Where a known individual was associated with a site – such as E. A. Hargreaves and
his store – it was identified that the descendants of that family might have some cultural
associations with the site. The descendants of the builder, architect and/or engineer associated with
a particular feature were not generally considered to have any cultural associations with that
feature, but the possibility cannot be discounted. When assessing cultural value, consideration was
also given to whether or not a particular historical society, etc, might have associations with a site.

Amenity value
A number of the values outlined above help determine a site’s amenity value. For example, a site
such as Ohinehou, which is in poor condition but is rare and has important cultural associations, has
high amenity values, whereas a common site that is also in poor condition and has no identified
cultural associations is of lower amenity values. Whether or not a site has any visible extant remains
must be taken into consideration when assessing a site’s amenity value, but is by no means the only
relevant factor. The other major factors are whether or not the site has a particular story to tell, and
the relative importance of that story, as well as its place within a broader archaeological landscape.

Historic heritage values
Since the arrival of the first European settlers Lyttelton has been the major entrepot for goods and
people into Canterbury and, more broadly, the South Island. The history and development of the
port has been closely linked to that of the surrounding province and as well as historical values, the
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various components of the port landscape often include architectural, technological, cultural,
aesthetic, scientific, social, spiritual, or traditional values.

Overall archaeological value
Determining the overall archaeological value is not always simply a matter of balancing out the
different variables that contribute to that value. For example, a site may be of a common type, in
poor condition and of low information potential but be an important part of an archaeological
landscape (i.e. have high contextual value). The importance of the archaeological landscape would
outweigh the poor condition, common site type and low information potential.
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Table 5. Archaeological values of archaeological sites within the port boundaries.
Name
Condition
Context
Rarity
Informati
on
potential
Ohinehou (1465Medium
High
High
High
1660) (M36/229)
Midden (pre-1769) Unknown Unknown
Unknown
High
(N36/57)
possibly
destroyed
Musket trenches
Unknown
High
Unknown
Medium
(pre-1900)
(N36/106)
Canterbury
Low
Medium
High
High
Association’s
boathouse (1849)
(M36/292)
Erskine Bay sea
Unknown Medium
High
Medium
wall (1849)
possibly medium
(M36/293)
Government wharf Low
Medium
High
Medium
(1849) (M36/294)

Cultural associations

Amenity value

Historic heritage
values

High

High

High

Unknown

Unknown

High

Unknown

High

High

Unknown

Medium

High

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high

Unknown

Medium-high

High

High

Unknown

Medium-high

High

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise,
medium-high
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise,
medium-high
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high

Canterbury
Association's store
(1850) (M36/291)
First post office
(1851) (M36/295)

Low

Medium

High

High

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-high

Low

Medium

High

High

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-high

Henry Le Cren's
house & wharf
(1850s) (N36/153)
John Grubb’s
slipway and
boatyard (1853)
(M36/296)

Unknown

Lowmedium

Medium

High

Medium

High

Low

Medium

High

High

Possibly for the
descendants of the Le
Cren family
Possibly for the
descendants of the
Grubb family.

Medium-high

High
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Overall
archaeological
value
High
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise,
medium-high
High

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Peacock's wharf
(1857) (M36/297)

Low

Medium

Medium

None/low

Possibly for the
descendants of the
Peacock family
None

None/low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Gollans Bay quarry
(c.1860) (N36/154)

Destroyed

None

None

None

None

None

None

J. Drummond
Macpherson's
store (c.1862)
(M36/298)
Forbes/Heywood’s
building (c.1863)
(M36/220)

Low

Medium

Medium

Mediumhigh

Possibly some for the
descendants of the
Macpherson family.

Low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Possibly some for the
descendants of the
Heywood/Forbes
family.
Possibly some for the
descendants of the
Heywood/Forbes
family.
Possibly some for the
descendants of the
Hargreaves family

Heywood's jetty
(c.1863)
(M36/299)

Low

Hargreaves store
(1864) (M36/300)

Low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Breastwork (1866)
(M36/301)
Railway yard
reclamation (1865)
(M36/302)
Lighter jetty (1865)
(M36/303)

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

High

Medium

Medium

Low

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Low

Medium

Low

Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Polhill’s Bay rifle
range (1866)
(M36/99)
Railway yard
(1867) (M36/304)

Medium

High

Mediumhigh

Medium

Unknown

Medium-high

High

High

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Lyttelton Station
(1867) (M36/305)

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium-low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
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No. 2 wharf (1867)
(M36/306)

Low

Medium

Medium

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium-high

High

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high

Officers Point
breakwater (18671876) (M36/307)
No. 3 wharf (1871)
(M36/308)
Naval Point
breakwater (1872)
(M36/309)
NZ Loan and
Mercantile
Company grain
store (1872)
(M36/310)
First eastern
reclamation (1873)
(M36/311)
Boatmen's jetty
and slip (1873)
(M36/312)
Second railway
station (1873)
(M36/313)
Gladstone pier
(1874) (M36/314)

Medium-high

Medium

Medium

Low

Unknown

Medium-high

Medium-high

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Unknown

Medium-high

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Lowmedium
Low

Unknown

Medium-high

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Lowmedium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

High

Medium

Medium

Low

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Lowmedium

Lowmedium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-low

Low

Medium

Lowmedium

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-low

Medium

Medium

Lowmedium

Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Government sheds
(1874) (M36/315)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Short wharf (1874)
(M36/316)

Low

Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-low

Second post office
M36/230 (1875)
(M36/230)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
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No. 6 wharf (1875)
(M36/317)

Medium

Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Produce sheds
(c.1875)
(M36/318)
Railway goods
sheds (c.1875)
(M36/319)
Lighthouse (1878)
(M36/320)
Eastern
reclamation (1879)
(M36/321)
No. 1 breastwork
(c.1879)
(M36/341)
Dampiers Bay
reclamation
(c.1879)
(M36/342)
Graving dock
(1879-82)
(M36/322)
No. 1 wharf (pre1881) (M36/323)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

High

High

Mediumhigh
Low

Unknown

High

High

High

Lowmedium
Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medum

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

High

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

High

Medium

High

Medium

Unknown

High

High

High

Low

Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Export shed (pre1881) (M36/324)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Import shed (pre1881) (M36/325)
No. 4 wharf (1881)
(M36/326)
No. 5 wharf (1881)
(M36/343)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Lowmedium
Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Low
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Medium-high

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium

Graving dock
pump house
(c.1881-82)
(M36/327)
Graving dock jetty
(c.1881-82)
(M36/328)
No. 5 grain store
(1882) (M36/329)

Low-medium

Medium

Mediumhigh

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Lowmedium

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Patent slip (1884)
(M36/330)

None-low

Medium

Medium

None-low

Unknown

Low

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

No. 6 breastwork
(1884) (M36/333)

Medium

Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Medium

Battery Point
battery (1885)
(M36/93)

Medium-high

Mediumhigh

High

High

High

High

High

No.7 wharf (1885)
(M36/334)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Possibly for military
personnel and/or
descendants of those
who spent time
there.
Unknown

Low-medium

Medium

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Cast iron drains
(1885) (M36/344)
Andersons Ltd
engineering shop
(1886) (M36/335)
Gladstone Quay
wool storage sheds
(c.1890)
(M36/336)
Turntable and
engine sheds
(c.1890)
(M36/337)

High

Medium

Medium

Unknown

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Mediumhigh
Medium

Low

Lowmedium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Low

Medium

Low

Medium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium-low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium

31

NZ Loan &
Mercantile wool
and grain stores
(c.1890)
(M36/338)
Harbour Board
cool stores (1891)
(M36/339)
Pilgrims Rock
(1934) (M36/340)

Low

Medium

Low

Low

Unknown

Low-medium

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Low

Medium

Lowmedium

Medium

Unknown

Low-medium

Medium

High

Lowmedium

High

Low

High

High

Low

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, lowmedium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
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ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS
Given the nature of the recovery plan project, the exact nature and extent of the proposed works
have not been defined in relation to all port assets. Where the planning of projects is sufficiently
advanced, descriptions of the proposed works were provided by LPC. The specific impacts of these
proposals are considered below. Any change in the proposal may require the assessment of effects
to be revisited.
When considering the impacts of the proposal, the following questions have been considered:
 How much of the site will be affected and to what degree? What are the effects on
the values of the archaeological sites?
 Will the proposal increase the risk of future damage to the site?
 Would a redesign of the proposal avoid the effects?
 What are the possible methods to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate the adverse
effects of the proposal?
The effects of the known proposed works on the archaeological sites that will be impacted is
summarised below. A consideration of the impacts of this work on the overall archaeological values
of the port is outlined in Table 6.

Construction of the upper and lower haul roads (Battery Point battery; M36/93)
Proposed works: Excavation and some blasting will be required to construct the haul road. Current
information indicates that none of the known features associated with Battery Point will be directly
impacted by the proposed works. However, the proposed road will go through the historic area and
it is possible that there will be some indirect impacts, such as altered water runoff patterns,
vibration from heavy machinery, and potential damage to unrecorded rubbish dumps or other
features.
Extent of effects: These works may indirectly damage or destroy archaeological features associated
with the Battery Point battery complex M36/93 (1885). Once the proposed work is completed,
archaeological material and values related to the battery complex may be reduced from high to
medium-high, or even medium.
Increased future damage: Yes. The proposed works will introduce potentially damaging factors into
the vicinity of the Battery Point battery complex. As noted above, such factors include altered water
runoff patterns, vibration from heavy machinery, and potential damage to unrecorded rubbish
dumps or other features.
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the construction of the haul roads and not affect the
archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during earthworks, any pre-1900 sections of the Battery Point battery complex that may be
destroyed should be recorded by an archaeologist to investigate the construction, development and
use of the area. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the
construction and development of the Battery Point battery complex.
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Replacement or repair of the No. 1 breastwork (M36/341)
Proposed works: Partial or full demolition to repair or replace the No. 1 breastwork.
Extent of effects: These works will either partly, or completely destroy any remaining pre-1900
sections of the No. 1 breastwork. This will either reduce the archaeological material and values
related to the breastwork from medium to low, or destroy them totally.
Increased future damage: No.
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed repair or demolition of the No.1 breastwork
and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the breastwork should be recorded by an
archaeologist to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) to investigate the construction, development and
use of the wharf. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the
construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

Officer's point breakwater (M36/307)
Proposed works: Potential demolition and removal of western extent
Extent of effects: The western extent of the 1867 Officer's Point breakwater may be demolished and
removed. This work would destroy approximately 30 percent of the structure. This work would
reduce the overall value of the archaeological site from medium to low.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of the western
section of the Officer's Point Breakwater and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that
where remediation or removal works could provide information relating to the original construction,
development and use of the Officers Point breakwater an archaeologist record the site prior to
demolition and then monitor subsequent works, to learn more about the materials and methods of
construction. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the
construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

Repair or replacement of the oil berth and associated seawall (M36/309)
Proposed works: Partial or full demolition to repair or replace the oil berth and associated seawall.
Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features associated with the
Naval Point breakwater (1877; M36/309). This work may reduce the archaeological values of the
breakwater from medium to medium-low.
Increased future damage: Yes
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Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed repair or demolition of the oil berth and not
affect the archaeological values of the adjacent Naval Point breakwater.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during works that might damage the Naval Point breakwater, any pre-1900 sections should
be recorded by an archaeologist to investigate the construction, development and use of the
breakwater. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the
development and growth of the inner harbour including the building of the breakwaters.

Repair or replacement of No. 7 jetty/wharf (M36/334)
Proposed works: Partial or full demolition to repair or replace the No. 7 jetty/wharf and seawall.
Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features associated with the
previous wharves and seawall in the vicinity. This work may reduce archaeological material and
values related to these wharves from low to very low, or destroy them totally.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not known if any archaeological features associated with the previous wharves and
seawall in this area survive. As such, it is unknown if a redesign is necessary to avoid archaeological
remains.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage the previous
wharves; any pre-1900 sections should be recorded by an archaeologist to investigate their
construction, development and use. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include
information relating to the construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

Upgrade of the Dampier Bay marina (M36/342)
Proposed works: Removal of existing pile based mooring system and replacement with a modern
floating pontoon marina. Earthworks associated with the provision of improved sealed car parking.
Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features in the vicinity of the
existing marina including land based features. This work may reduce or destroy all archaeological
material and values related to these features.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not known if any archaeological features survive in this area of the port. As such, it is
unknown if a redesign is necessary to avoid archaeological remains.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage any
archaeological features the work be monitored by an archaeologist.

Repair or replacement of jetty 2 (M36/306)
Proposed works: Partial or full demolition to repair or replace Jetty 2.
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Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features associated with the
previous wharves and seawall in the vicinity. Once this work is completed it may reduce or
completely lose all archaeological material and values related to these wharves.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed repair or demolition of the No. 2 jetty/wharf
and not potentially affect the archaeological values of the earlier wharves.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage the previous
wharves, any pre-1900 sections should be recorded by an archaeologist to a Level III standard
(NZHPT 2006) to investigate their construction, development and use. Historical interpretation
planned by LPC could include information relating to the construction and development of the
wharfage systems at the port.

Repair or replacement of Jetty 3 (M36/308)
Proposed works: Partial or full demolition to repair or replace Jetty 3.
Extent of effects: These works will either partly or completely destroy any remaining pre-1900
sections of Jetty 3. This work may reduce archaeological material and values related to this wharf
from medium to low, or destroy them totally.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed repair or demolition of the Jetty 3 and not
affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the jetty should be recorded by an archaeologist
to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) to investigate the construction, development and use of the
wharf. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the
construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

No. 4 wharf (M36/326)
Proposed works: Demolition and removal
Extent of effects: The 1881 No. 4 wharf will be demolished and removed. This work will destroy the
structure including any remaining pre-1900 sections. Once this work is completed all archaeological
material and values related to the wharf will be lost.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of the No. 4 wharf
and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the No. 4 wharf should be recorded by an
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archaeologist to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) to investigate the original construction,
development and use of the wharf. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include
information relating to the construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

No. 5 wharf (M36/343)
Proposed works: Demolition and removal
Extent of effects: The 1881 No. 5 wharf will be demolished and removed. This work will destroy the
structure including any remaining pre-1900 sections. Once this work is completed all archaeological
material and values related to the wharf will be lost.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of the No. 5 wharf
and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of No. 5 wharf should be recorded by an
archaeologist to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) to investigate the original construction,
development and use of the wharf. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include
information relating to the construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

No. 6 wharf (M36/317)
Proposed works: Demolition and removal
Extent of effects: The 1875 No. 6 wharf will be demolished and removed. This work will destroy the
structure including any remaining pre-1900 sections. Once this work is completed all archaeological
material and values related to the wharf will be lost.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of the No. 6 wharf
and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the No. 6 wharf should be recorded by an
archaeologist to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) to investigate the original construction,
development and use of the wharf. Historical interpretation planned by LPC could include
information relating to the construction and development of the wharfage systems at the port.

Repair and replacement of pavements
Proposed works: Repairs and replacement of pavement involving excavation, importation of hardfill, grading, compaction and placement of asphalt.
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Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features located beneath the
various areas of pavement that are to be repaired or replaced. Once this work is completed it may
reduce or completely lose all archaeological material and values related to these features.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not known if any archaeological features survive in this area of the port. As such, it is
unknown if a redesign is necessary to avoid archaeological remains.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage any
archaeological features the work be monitored by an archaeologist. Additionally, historical
interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the development of the port
including the various buildings that were located in those areas that are now pavement.

Demolition and replacement of the maintenance straddle workshop
Proposed works: Demolition of the existing facility and the construction of a new workshop.
Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features located beneath the
existing facility and in the location of the planned workshop. Once this work is completed it may
reduce or completely lose all archaeological material and values related to these features.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not known if any archaeological features survive in this area of the port. As such, it is
unknown if a redesign is necessary to avoid archaeological remains.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage any
archaeological features the work be monitored by an archaeologist. Additionally, historical
interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the development of the port
including the various buildings that were located in this area.

Repair, replacement and demolition of buildings
Proposed works: Depending on the degree of damage port buildings will be repaired, replaced or
demolished.
Extent of effects: These works may damage or destroy archaeological features located beneath the
existing buildings. Once this work is completed it may reduce or completely lose all archaeological
material and values related to these features.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not known if any archaeological features survive in these areas of the port. As such, it
is unknown if a redesign is necessary to avoid archaeological remains.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is proposed that during works that might damage any
archaeological features the work be monitored by an archaeologist. Additionally, historical
interpretation planned by LPC could include information relating to the development of the port
including the various buildings that were located in this area.
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No. 6 breastwork (M36/333)
Proposed works: Demolition and removal
Extent of effects: The 1884 No. 6 breastwork will be demolished and removed. This work will
destroy the structure including any remaining pre-1900 sections. Once this work is completed all
archaeological material and values related to the wharf will be lost.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of the No. 6
breastwork and not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that
where remediation or removal works could provide information relating to the original construction,
development and use of the Officer’s Point breakwater an archaeologist monitor these works, to
learn more about the materials and methods of construction. Additionally, historical interpretation
planned by LPC could include information relating to the construction and development of the
wharfage systems at the port.

Gladstone Pier (M36/314)
Proposed works: Demolition and removal
Extent of effects: The 1874 Gladstone Pier will be demolished and removed. This work will destroy
the structure including any remaining pre-1900 sections. Once this work is completed all
archaeological material and values related to the wharf will be lost.
Increased future damage: No
Redesign: It is not possible to undertake the proposed demolition and removal of Gladstone Pier and
not affect the archaeological values.
Avoid, minimise &/or mitigate: It is not possible to avoid damaging the site. It is proposed that prior
to, and during demolition, Gladstone Pier should be recorded by an archaeologist to investigate the
construction, development and use of the pier. Additionally, historical interpretation planned by LPC
could include information relating to the construction and development of the wharfage systems at
the port.
Table 6 summarises the recommendations for the management of each archaeological site within
the port’s boundaries. While recommendations have been made on a site-by-site basis, it should be
noted that many sites overlap. An excellent example of this is the southwest corner of Norwich Quay
and Oxford Street, which has been the site of numerous buildings, as well as the site of Ohinehou, a
significant Māori archaeological site. Similarly, the areas of pre-1900 reclamation are archaeological
sites in their own right, but have also been the site of buildings and/or railway lines, and earlier
structures (usually wharves) were often buried/destroyed by the reclamation. The terms used for
recommendations are defined below.
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Table 6. Recommendations for archaeological work.

Name

Archaeological value

Recommendations (if the site will be
affected by any works)

Ohinehou (1465-1660) (M36/229)

High

Archaeological excavation.

Midden (pre-1769) (N36/57)

Archaeological excavation.

Musket trenches (pre-1900) (N36/106)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, mediumhigh
High

Canterbury Association’s boathouse
(1849) (M36/292)
Erskine Bay sea wall (1849) (M36/293)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high
High

Government wharf (1849) (M36/294)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, mediumhigh
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, mediumhigh
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high

Canterbury Association's store (1850)
(M36/291)
First post office (1851) (M36/295)

Henry Le Cren's house & wharf (1850s)
(N36/153)
John Grubb’s slipway and boatyard
(1853) (M36/296)
Peacock's wharf (1857) (M36/297)
Gollans Bay quarry (c.1860) (N36/154)
J. Drummond Macpherson's store
(c.1862) (M36/298)
Forbes/Heywood's building (c.1863)
(M36/220)
Heywood's jetty (c.1863) (M36/299)
Hargreaves store (1864) (M36/300)
Breastwork (1866) (M36/301)
Railway yard reclamation (1865)
(M36/302)
Lighter jetty (1865) (M36/303)
Polhill’s Bay rifle range (1866)
(M36/99)
Railway yard (1867) (M36/304)
Lyttelton Station (1867) (M36/305)
No. 2 wharf (1867) (M36/306)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
None
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
High

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, high
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No modification. Do not damage or
destroy under the global authority.
Separate authority required.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.

Archaeological monitoring.

Do not damage or destroy under the
Global Authority. Separate Authority
required.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
No work required.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
No modification. Do not damage or
destroy under the Global Authority.
Separate Authority required.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Level III recording.

Officers Point breakwater (1867-1876)
(M36/307)
No. 3 wharf (1871) (M36/308)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
Medium

Archaeological monitoring.

Naval Point breakwater (1872)
(M36/309)
NZ Loan and Mercantile Company grain
store (1872) (M36/310)
First eastern reclamation (1873)
(M36/311)
Boatmen's jetty and slip (1873)
(M36/312)
Second railway station (1873)
(M36/313)
Gladstone pier (1874) (M36/314)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
Medium-high

Archaeological monitoring.

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
High

Accidental discovery protocol.

Government sheds (1874) (M36/315)
Short wharf (1874) (M36/316)
Second post office (1875) (M36/230)
No. 6 wharf (1875) (M36/317)
Produce sheds (c.1875) (M36/318)
Railway goods sheds (c.1875)
(M36/319)
Lighthouse (1878) (M36/320)
Eastern reclamation (1879) (M36/321)
No. 1 breastwork (c.1879) (M36/341)
Dampier Bay reclamation (c.1879)
(M36/342)
Graving dock (1879-82) (M36/322)

No. 1 wharf (pre-1881) (M36/323)
Export shed (pre-1881) (M36/324)
Import shed (pre-1881) (M36/325)
No. 4 wharf (1881) (M36/326)
No. 5 wharf (1881) (M36/343)
Graving dock pump house (c.1881-82)
(M36/327)
Graving dock jetty (c.1881-82)
(M36/328)
No. 5 grain store (1882) (M36/329)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, medium
Medium

Level III recording.

Archaeological monitoring.
Site visits.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Level III recording.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Level III recording.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Level III recording.

Level III recording.
Site visits.
Do not damage or destroy under the
Global Authority. Repairs may require
separate Authority.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Level III recording.
Level III recording.
Archaeological monitoring.

Medium

Level III recording.

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Archaeological monitoring.
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Patent slip (1884) (M36/330)

Accidental discovery protocol.

No. 6 breastwork (1884) (M36/333)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
Medium

Battery Point battery (1885) (M36/93)

High

No.7 wharf (1885) (M36/334)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
Medium

No modification. Do not damage or
destroy under the Global Authority.
Separate Authority required.
Archaeological monitoring.

Cast iron drains (1885) (M36/344)
Andersons Ltd engineering shop (1886)
(M36/335)
Gladstone Quay wool storage sheds
(c.1890) (M36/336)
Turntable and engine sheds (c.1890)
(M36/337)
NZ Loan & Mercantile wool and grain
stores (c.1890) (M36/338)
Harbour Board cool stores (1891)
(M36/339)
Pilgrims Rock (1934) (M36/340)

If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low-medium
If destroyed, none.
Otherwise, low

Level III recording.

Archaeological excavation.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Archaeological monitoring.
Sympathetic reinstatement.

Definition of ‘recommendations’
Accidental discovery protocol: a set of procedures outlining what steps a contractor must take if
archaeological features are accidentally encountered during any works (see Appendix 3).
Archaeological excavation: any in situ archaeological features will need to be excavated using
standard archaeological techniques. If possible, consideration should be given to undertaking this
work prior to the beginning of LPC works on the site.
Archaeological monitoring: during earthworks that may impact an archaeological site an
archaeologist will need to be on site to identify and record archaeological deposits or features that
may be uncovered or affected by the works. If archaeological material is encountered it will then
need to be archaeologically excavated.
Archaeological survey prior to any earthworks in this area: the area will need to be visited and
inspected by an archaeologist prior to works being undertaken in the area. Once this has been
undertaken it will be able to be ascertained if further archaeological excavation or monitoring will be
required.
Do not disturb: the site should not be damaged, destroyed or modified in any way. Any planned
works should be redesigned to avoid impacting the site.
Leave foundations in situ: the remains of the building should not be damaged, destroyed or modified
in anyway.
Level III recording: where a structure of considerable archaeological or heritage significance is to be
damaged, destroyed or modified it will need to be recorded using; measured drawings of selective
elevations, written records, photography and selective sampling of relevant materials (NZHPT 2006).
Site visits: the archaeologist will need to physically inspect the site during earthworks at appropriate
intervals as decided by the archaeologist.
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Interpretation &/or mitigation
The various historic photographs and maps of the Lyttelton Port provide snapshots in time, often
showing many of the archaeological sites described in this assessment. These historical resources are
well suited for the creation of interpretation panels and other forms of media to inform the public
about the history and archaeology of the port. An example of this could be the construction of
pedestrian walkways with interpretation panels located in various strategic points around the port.
This would enable the community to engage with their heritage without disrupting the function of
the port. Additionally, this would in some small way counter the loss of archaeological sites as a
result of the reconstruction of the port. Other options could include facilitating public access to
historic sites around the port such as the Battery Point battery complex, or to the lighthouse,
formerly of Officers Point breakwater (once it is reinstated). By allowing access to these sites the
public would be able to experience some of their heritage much of which has been lost subsequent
to the Canterbury earthquakes.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
There are numerous pre-1900 archaeological sites within the boundaries of the Lyttelton Port
recovery plan. Little above ground evidence of many of the sites remains visible today and the
extent of below ground remains has at times been difficult to establish. What does remain, however,
forms an important archaeological complex (of overall medium archaeological value). If
archaeological sites within the port are to be disturbed during the reconstruction of the port, it is
important that information about these archaeological sites is preserved before they are lost
forever.
In order to do this, a global authority application has been submitted to Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga. LPC have sought an authority with a lifespan of 20 years that will be reviewed
every 5 years. The damage to and/or loss of archaeological sites within the recovery plan footprint
will be mitigated through archaeological recording and/or installation plans, as outlined in this
archaeological assessment and the archaeological management plan submitted as part of the
authority application. The archaeological management plan also forms part of the CEMP. One of the
conditions of the global archaeological authority will be compliance with the archaeological
management plan submitted with that application.
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APPENDIX 1: RECORDED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES
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Ohinehou (M36/229)
Name(s): Ohinehou
Construction date: AD 1465-1660
Site type: Midden/oven
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577543 NZTM (Northing): 5172064
7 Norwich Quay. Site may extend over the area of the original foreshore.
Description: Archaeological monitoring of the removal the concrete foundations from 7 Norwich Quay,
Lyttelton, revealed Māori archaeological features (Figure 7). These included shell (paua, mussel, cats
eye, cockle), sea mammal, fish and bird bone, and a small broken adze (Figure 8 and Figure 9). A
radiocarbon sample from cockle shell in Feature 7 returned a calibrated date of AD1465-1660 at a 95%
level of confidence. A number of European buildings were subsequently built on top of the site
including the second post office (1875-2012; Dodd & Watson 2012).

Figure 7. A section of midden exposed during
excavation.

Figure 8. The site after the initial scrape down,
with the broken adze lying in situ

Condition: Approximately 70 per cent of the site was excavated to a depth of up to 2 m to allow for
the removal of the concrete footings. Two features were left in situ under a concrete floor, and
additional archaeological deposits are likely to remain along the southern boundary of the section
(Figure 10).
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Figure 10. A section of exposed midden left in situ
after the excavation was completed.

Figure 9. A section of the midden exposed
alongside the sea wall during excavation.

Archaeological value: High, due to the site’s rarity, information potential and cultural values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: In the first instance, consideration should be given to preserving the site in situ.
However, if LPC require excavations in this area an archaeological authority will be required.
If earthworks are required that could destroy, damage or modify any archaeological material including
the two features left in situ at 7 Norwich Quay, these features will need to be excavated, mapped and
recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques. A cultural monitor may also need to
be present during this work.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Midden (N36/57)
Name(s): Midden
Construction date: Unknown
Site type: Midden/oven
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1580096 NZTM (Northing): 5172692
On the foreshore below Gollans Bay quarry (Figure 11).
Description: A midden was recorded at this location in 1969 comprising a layer of shell and charcoal.
At this time it was noted that it was almost destroyed by erosion and that whalers had used this area
in the 1830s, the implication being that it is possible that the midden was deposited by the whalers
(ArchSite N36/57).

Figure 11. The location of recorded archaeological site N36/106 (highlighted). Image: ArchSite.

Condition: This site was unable to be inspected due to safety considerations.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If earthworks are proposed in this area, it will first need to be inspected to establish whether or not
any archaeological evidence is visible. Depending on the location of the earthworks proposed, they
may need to be monitored by an archaeologist. A cultural monitor may also need to be present during
this work.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Musket trenches (N36/106)
Name(s): Musket trenches
Construction date: Unknown
Site type: Trenches, military infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1579996 NZTM (Northing): 5173391
On the slope above Gollans Bay quarry (Figure 12).
Description: A musket earthwork was recorded as site N36/106 in 1961. This earthwork consisted of a
parapet with an associated ‘zig-zag’ trench extending out from it.

Figure 12. The location of N36/106 (highlighted). Image: ArchSite.

Condition: This site was unable to be inspected due to safety considerations.
Archaeological value: High, due to its associations with other defensive works in this part of Lyttelton
Harbour, particularly at Battery Point, and because physical evidence of the site appears to remain
visible and intact. The site also has high historical values.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: This site should be preserved in situ and is thus excluded from the global authority
application. If LPC are proposing works that will affect the site, a separate archaeological authority will
be required.
As this is a high value archaeological site, with identified physical remains, it should not be destroyed,
damaged or modified.
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Canterbury Association’s boathouse (M36/292)
Name(s): Canterbury Association’s boathouse
Construction date: 1849
Site type: Boathouse, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577613 NZTM (Northing): 5172025
3a Norwich Quay with slipway extending seaward.
Description: In 1849 a boathouse (also used for storing baggage) was built for the Canterbury
Association (Johnson 1952:79; Figure 13 and Figure 14). By 1853 John Grubb had purchased this land
and begun building boats from his slipway and boatyard here (Amodeo 2005:72). It is possible that
Grubb also purchased the Canterbury Association’s boathouse.

Figure 13. The Canterbury Association’s boathouse
is the small structure adjacent to the small slipway
in the foreground of this 1852 image. Image: Rice
2004:22.

Figure 14. The location of the Canterbury
Association’s boat shed. Image: Canterbury
Association 1849.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high, due to the context of the site, its rarity
(based on its age) and the potential for any remains from this feature to shed light on the earliest days
of European settlement in Canterbury. It must be stressed, however, that it is not known whether or
not any archaeological evidence of this feature remains in situ.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any works are planned that may destroy, damage or modify the area within the vicinity of the
Canterbury Association’s boathouse they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of this
structure are found, they should be excavated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
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Erskine Bay sea wall (M36/293)
Name(s): Erskine Bay sea wall
Construction date: pre-1849
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577539 NZTM (Northing): 5172052
Behind the footprint of the buildings along Norwich Quay, extending either side of Oxford Street
Description: In conjunction with building the Government wharf (see below) a sea wall or breastwork
was constructed east-west across Erskine bay (Rice 2004:26). It reclaimed a good deal of land,
provided a berthing place for small vessels at high tide, and upon its extension westwards, it ultimately
led to the formation of Simeon Quay and Godley Quay – a fine esplanade (Johnson 1952:30). It also
provided protection for the post office and customs house (Rice 2004:26).

Figure 15. C.1864 photograph showing the sea wall
built to protect the foreshore against erosion.
Image: Rice 2004:29.

Figure 16. Lyttelton in the 1860s, showing the
Erskine Bay sea wall. Image: Rice 2004:28.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface.
Archaeological value: High, due to its rarity (based on its age), its context and its role in the historical
development of the port and Lyttelton.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
This is a high value archaeological site. As such, if any earthworks are proposed in the vicinity of this
feature, an archaeologist should monitor such works. If evidence of the wall is found, consideration
should be given to preserving such remains in situ. If this is not possible, the feature should be
recorded by an archaeologist before being removed.
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Government wharf (M36/294)
Name(s): Government wharf; Town wharf; Captain Thomas’s jetty
Construction date: 1849-1858
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577577 NZTM (Northing): 5172068
At the intersection of Oxford Street and Norwich Quay, extending seaward for a distance of
approximately 115 m with a maximum width of approximately 18 m across the landing stage.
Description: The Government wharf was the first work of harbour engineering at Lyttelton. Built at the
foot of Oxford Street in 1849, it was originally 150 feet (6 m) long by 15 feet (5 m) wide and
constructed from piles from Tasmania and planks from Akaroa (Johnson 1952:28, Scotter 1968: 63). By
1859, a sea wall had been built on either side of it, providing protection for the customs house and
post office (Rice 2004: 26). The wharf was lengthened between 1858 and 1859 to a total length of
approximately 115 m (Amodeo 2005:90). This wharf was buried by the railway-yard reclamation works
along the foreshore in c. 1867 (Millicent 1941:143).

Figure 17. The Government wharf, 1862. Image:
Rice 2004:27.

Figure 18. The Government
Canterbury Association 1849.

wharf.

Image:

Condition: Low – buried below surface during reclamation work and possibly destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high, due to its rarity (based on its age), its
context and its historical significance with regard to the development of Lyttelton port.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
This is a high value archaeological site but it is not known whether or not any archaeological fabric
remains in situ. Any earthworks in this area should be monitored and any evidence of the wharf that is
found should be excavated and recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Canterbury Association’s store (M36/291)
Name(s): Canterbury Association’s store
Construction date: 1850
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577557 NZTM (Northing): 5172080
On the southwest corner of Norwich Quay and Oxford Street.
Description: In 1850 the Canterbury Association built a store immediately to west of the Government
wharf (Rice 2004:19). This is likely to have been a timber building, and would have been used to store
goods. It may also have been used as a customs house and post office, prior to the construction of the
first dedicated post office in 1851 (Dodd and Watson 2012).

Figure 19. 1851 sketch showing the Canterbury
Association’s store, to the right of the wharf.
Image: Rice 2004:20.

Figure 20. The Canterbury Association’s store.
Image: Canterbury Association 1849.

Condition: Low. No evidence of this building was found when the foundations of the 1875 post office
were removed. While much of the area was disturbed during this work, not all of it was and it is
possible that archaeological features associated with the store remain in situ.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high, due to its rarity, context and
information potential and historical values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any works are planned that may destroy, damage or modify the area within the vicinity of the
Canterbury Associations store they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of the store
are found, they should be excavated and recorded in accordance with standard archaeological
techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
55

First post office (M36/295)
Name(s): First post office
Construction date: 1851
Site type: Commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577557 NZTM (Northing): 5172080
On the corner of Norwich Quay and Oxford Street.
Description: This was the first dedicated post office in Lyttelton, and replaced the 1850 Canterbury
Association store. In 1875 a new post office was built on the section, which remained until demolished
after the 2010-11 earthquakes (Dodd and Watson 2012).

Figure 21. Post office and custom house (on the
foreshore, to the left of the wharf). Image: Rice
2004: 27.

Figure 22. The first post office and custom house.
Image: Rice 2004: 28.

Condition: Low. No evidence of this building was found when the foundations of the 1875 post office
were removed. While much of the area was disturbed during this work, not all of it was and it is
possible that archaeological features associated with the store remain in situ.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium-high, due to its rarity, context and
information potential and historical values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any works are planned that may destroy, damage or modify the area within the vicinity of the First
post office they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of the store are found, they
should be excavated and recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Le Cren’s house & wharf (N36/153)
Name(s): Le Cren’s house & wharf
Construction date: 1850s
Site type: Residential building, wharf
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1580086 NZTM (Northing): 5172771
Gollans Bay.
Description: Little is known about Henry Le Cren’s house or wharf, beyond that it stood in Gollans Bay
and that stock was unloaded there (Rice 2004: 22). The wharf was no doubt on the foreshore, while
the house is likely to have been close by (given the steepness of the slopes of Gollans Bay). Based on
geography alone, two possible sites for these structures have been identified, both of which fall just
outside the port boundaries. The sites are included here because of their proximity to those
boundaries, the vagueness of the available location information and because there may have been
associated infrastructure that lies within the port boundaries. In 2009, Dan Witter found some possible
evidence of pre-1900 European occupation in Gollans Bay (Witter 2009).

Condition: Not known. Unable to be visited due to health and safety considerations.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, the age of this site, its historical values and its
consequent rarity and information potential, mean that this is a high value archaeological site.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: This site should be preserved in situ and is thus excluded from the global authority
application. If LPC are proposing works that will affect the site, a separate archaeological authority will
be required. The area should first be surveyed for any surface evidence of archaeological features that
may survive. The results of that survey should then determine the management of any archaeological
remains.
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John Grubb’s slipway and boatyard (M36/296)
Name(s): John Grubb’s slipway and boatyard
Construction date: 1853
Site type: Slipway, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577613 NZTM (Northing): 5172025
3a Norwich Quay with slipway extending seaward.
Description:
In 1853 John Grubb, who had helped build the Government wharf in 1849, began building boats from a
slipway and boatyard on Norwich Quay, at what had been the Canterbury Association’s boathouse and
store. It is possible that Grubb purchased the Canterbury Association’s boathouse (Amodeo 2005:72).

Figure 23. J. Grubb’s slipway and boatyard, 1870,
in the foreground. Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 16.

Figure 24. The location of the Canterbury
Association’s boat shed, which later became the
site of Grubb’s slipway. Image: Canterbury
Association 1849.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, high, due to its rarity, context and potential to
reveal information about early historic European ship building in Canterbury.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any works are planned that may disturb the remains of John Grubb’s slipway and boatyard they
should be monitored by an archaeologist. If any evidence of this structure is found, it should be
excavated and recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
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Peacock’s wharf (M36/297)
Name(s): Peacock’s wharf
Construction date: 1857
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577095 NZTM (Northing): 5172084
Extending seaward from Simeon Quay for a distance of approximately 50 m with a maximum width of
approximately 5 m across.
Description: In 1857 J.T. Peacock obtained permission to construct a private wharf at the west end of
Erskine Bay (Amodeo 2005:64). This wharf was extended in 1867, and replaced by the No. 7 ‘Ocean
Steamer’ wharf in 1884 (Johnson 1952:79, Rice 2004:45).

Figure 25. Peacock’s wharf in 1882. Image: Rice
2004:45.

Figure 26. Peacock’s wharf. Image: Canterbury
Provincial Council 1864.

Condition: Low. Removed to build the No. 7 wharf. Probably destroyed at that time.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium, based on its contextual and historical
values .
LPC proposal: Possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity, and
demolition or repair of No. 7 wharf.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the wharf are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Gollans Bay quarry (N36/154)
Name(s): Gollans quarry
Construction date: c. 1860
Site type: Quarry
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1580235 NZTM (Northing): 5173169
At the end of Old Sumner Lyttelton Road.
Description: Work was underway at the Gollans Bay quarry by at least 1860 and continued until at
least 1909 (and there are later references are to an “old quarry”; LT 7/3/1860: 5, Star 5/10/1909: 3,
Press 27/11/1912: 17). This quarry was a source of basalt and trachyte for a number of significant
Christchurch buildings (F. van der Heijden, pers. comm., 2014). The quarry is now owned by LPC and
was used by them throughout the 20th century, as a source of stone for various port works, including
reclaiming land in the 1950s (Rice 2004: 122).

Figure 27. Gollans Bay quarry in 1959. Image: LHB 1959.

Condition: Site unable to be visited due to safety considerations, but has been used throughout the
20th century. As such, all 19th century evidence believed to be destroyed.
Archaeological value: None, as pre-1900 features all believed to be destroyed by subsequent
quarrying.
LPC proposal: Re-opening of the quarry to source armour rock and fill material.
Recommendations: An accidental discovery protocol should be initiated and followed in regard to
possible archaeological remains at the site.
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J. Drummond Macpherson's store, railway goods office (M36/298)
Name(s): J. Drummond Macpherson's store, later Cookson’s and then Mathiesons's agency; railway
goods office
Construction date: c. 1862
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577586 NZTM (Northing): 5172053
Southeast corner of the intersection of Norwich Quay and Oxford Street. The building was
approximately 26 m long by 15 m wide.
Description: In the early 1860s J. Drummond Macpherson had a large white building bordering
Norwich Quay and Oxford Street. Sometime after 1867 the store was purchased by Cookson and later
became Mathieson’s agency (Rice 2004: 27, 39). The front section of the building facing Norwich Quay
was demolished to make way for the headquarters of the Lyttelton Harbour Board, which opened in
1880. However, the rear section became the railway goods office and remained on the site until the
1960s, when it was demolished (Rice 2004:121).

Figure 28. J. Drummond Macpherson's store (c.
1878) is the white building with two gables in the
centre of the photograph. Image: Rice 2004:43.

Figure 29. J. Drummond Macpherson's store in the
1860s. Image: Rice 2004: 28.

Condition: Low. It is some possible that some evidence survived the construction of the Lyttelton
Harbour Board offices.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium, due to context, rarity, historic values
and information potential.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for the repair and replacement of pavements, and
building demolition in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Any earthworks in this area should be monitored by an archaeologist, and any evidence of the store
encountered should be excavated and recorded in accordance with standard archaeological
techniques.
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Forbes building (M36/220)
Name(s): Forbes building; Heywood’s store
Construction date: c. 1863
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577510 NZTM (Northing): 5172078
17 Norwich Quay.
Description: In the early 1860s J.M. Heywood had a two-storey stone building built on Norwich Quay
(Rice 2004:28). This was co-tenanted by Heywood and Robert Forbes, who had a sail-making and
chandlery business. The interior of the building was significantly damaged during the 1870 Lyttelton
fire but later it was rebuilt using the same foundations. The building was demolished after the
earthquakes of 2010-11 and these works were monitored by an archaeologist. As a result of this work
this site was recorded as archaeological site M36/220 (Bowron-Muth 2011).

Figure 30. J. Heywood’s store (the two-storey
building), mid 1860s. Image: Rice 2004:28.

Figure 31. Lyttelton in the 1860s, showing J.
Heywood’s store, c. 1863. Image: Rice 2004:28.

Condition: Low. The building has been demolished and the foundations removed. It is believed that
further archaeological material remains in situ at the site (N. Cable, pers. comm. 2014).
Archaeological value: Medium. High contextual values, but medium rarity, information and historic
values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned that may disturb the footprint of the Forbes building, they should be
monitored by an archaeologist. Any archaeological material in this area should be excavated and
recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
62

Heywood’s jetty (M36/299)
Name(s): Heywood’s jetty; Heywood and Forbes’ jetty
Construction date: c. 1863
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577505 NZTM (Northing): 5172058
Extending seaward for a distance of approximately 25 m from the southwest corner of 17 Norwich
Quay.
Description: In the early 1860s J.M. Heywood and Robert Forbes co-tenanted a two-storey stone
building at 17 Norwich Quay. This building had its own small jetty built alongside (Rice 2004:28-29),
which was removed/destroyed when during the railway reclamation works. The building was
demolished after the earthquakes of 2010-11 and the associated earthworks revealed the remains of a
wharf pile relating to this jetty (N. Cable, pers. comm. 2014).

Figure 32. The brick rear of J. Heywood’s store (the
two storey building at right) and the associated
jetty (in the foreground), c. 1865. Image: Rice
2004: 29.

Figure 33. Lyttelton in the 1860s showing J.
Heywood and R. Forbes’s jetty, c. 1863. Image:
Rice 2004:28.

Condition: Unknown, buried below surface. A pile thought to be related to this wharf was uncovered
during excavations at 17 Norwich Quay. This component of the wharf was in good condition (N. Cable,
pers. comm. 2014).
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium, due to context, rarity, information and
historic values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned that may disturb the remains of the jetty, they should be monitored by
an archaeologist. Any archaeological evidence relating to this feature should be excavated and
recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Hargreaves’s store (M36/300)
Name(s): Hargreaves’s store
Construction date: 1864
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577481 NZTM (Northing): 5172086
Immediately to the west of 17 Norwich Quay.
Description: E. A. Hargreaves was a successful Lyttelton merchant (and Lyttelton’s representative on
the Canterbury Provincial Council), who built a three-storey stone store on the waterfront in 1864
(Rice 2004: 29-30, Scotter 1968: 75). The building stood until at least 1890 (Scotter 1968: Illus. 33).

Figure 34. The three-storey building in the centre
was Hargreaves’s store, c. 1865. Image: Rice 2004:
29.

Figure 35. Lyttelton in the 1860s showing Lyttelton
in the 1860s showing J. Heywood and R. Forbes’s
jetty, c. 1863. Image: Rice 2004:28.

Condition: Low. The building has been demolished and the site rebuilt on.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium. The condition of the site is low, but it
has medium contextual and rarity values. Its information potential is medium as is its historic values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned that may disturb the footprint of Hargreaves’s store, they should be
monitored by an archaeologist. Any archaeological material in this area should be excavated and
recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Breastwork (M36/301)
Name(s): Breastwork; No. 2-3 breastwork
Construction date: 1865-1866
Site type: Breastwork, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577403 NZTM (Northing): 5171997
Extending along the edge of the foreshore from No. 2 wharf to the west side of No. 4 wharf.
Description: In 1865 a contract was let for building an embankment (700 feet (213 m) long) faced with
a wooden sea wall, from the reclamation at the tunnel mouth to the old Government wharf, and
erecting a short jetty at the west end of this wall (Scotter 1968:74). By 1866 this work had been
completed, at a cost of £33,121 (Scotter 1968:130). It is believed that this breastwork was heavily
upgraded/extended in 1964, and the decking replaced with concrete in 1989 (Barrott 2012:4).

Figure 36. The 1866 breastwork extended from the
No. 2 wharf (in the foreground, built 1867) to the
lighter jetty (in the middle distance). This
photograph was taken in 1867. Image: Rice
2004:37.

Figure 37. The 1866 breastwork (red outline) and
lighter jetty (solid red). Image: LHB 2/539.

Condition: The breastwork has suffered damage from the Canterbury earthquakes and from normal
deterioration (Barrott 2012). Inspection revealed that the breastwork has been significantly altered
and repaired throughout its life, including the replacement of the original wooden sea wall with
unreinforced concrete. Despite these alterations it is possible that pre-1900 original materials remain
in situ. Wooden piles (some of which may be pre-1900) are still present (some having been replaced
with steel), as is the wooden deck planking, although it has been replaced by concrete and asphalt in
places. Metal fittings that may be original, including bolts, spikes and straps, are also present.
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Figure 39. Looking under the breastwork towards
the
unreinforced
concrete
sea
wall.

Figure 38. Breastwork sections of which may be
from the 1866 structure.

Archaeological value: Medium-Low due to the uncertain amount of pre-1900 material in situ.
LPC proposal: Unknown – repair or replacement likely.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required, if any pre-1900 components of this breastwork
are to be modified.
If any pre-1900 components of this breastwork are to be modified, they should first be recorded by an
archaeologist. Recording of this structure to a Level III standard (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases
of construction, development and use of the breastwork to be understood and would also provide
information about the relationship between the breastwork and its setting, particularly as part of the
broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
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Railway reclamation (M36/302)
Name(s): Railway reclamation; northern reclamation
Construction date: 1865-1867
Site type: Reclamation, earthworks
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577419 NZTM (Northing): 5172066
The foreshore between Simeon Quay and Oxford Street, extending from Norwich Quay to the foot of
the wharves.
Description: In 1865 a contract was let for building an embankment (700 feet (213 m) long) faced with
a wooden sea wall from the reclamation at the tunnel mouth to the old Government jetty (Scotter
1968:74). This enclosed area was then reclaimed in 1867, providing much needed flat ground for the
railway yard. Some of the fill for this area may have come from the railway tunnel that connected
Lyttelton and Christchurch (Rice 2004: 35).

Figure 40. Lyttelton port in 1867, after the
reclamation. Image: Rice 2004:37.

Figure 41. Extent of railway reclamation. Image:
Scotter 1968: 73.

Condition: High. The reclaimed land remains in situ.
Archaeological value: Medium. Although the condition and context of the feature are high, its
information potential is low. Reclaimed land in Wellington has been found to contain artefacts and,
while the artefacts in this fill would potentially yield information about the items available in pre-1867
Lyttelton, they would reveal little additional information (McFadgen and Clough 2009: 45).
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements throughout.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If earthworks that will affect the reclaimed land are to take place, those carrying out the work should
be given a briefing on what archaeological features might be encountered and what to do if they are.
Site visits should be carried out by an archaeologist during such works.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Lighter jetty (M36/303)
Name(s): Lighter jetty; lighterage jetty
Construction date: 1865-1866
Site type: Jetty, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577339 NZTM (Northing): 5172006
Extending seaward from the edge of the railway reclamation, where the No. 4. wharf is currently
situated.
Description: The contract for building this jetty was let at the same time as the contract for the
embankment for the railway reclamation. The short jetty was to be built at the western end of the wall
for this reclamation (Scotter 1968:74). By 1866, the embankment wall and the jetty had been
completed at a cost of £33,121 (Scotter 1968:130). By 1870 the jetty had been enlarged and in 1879
the Harbour Board agreed to its removal, so that it could be replaced with two 400 foot jetties (122 m;
No. 4 and 5; Scotter 1968:136).

Figure 42. 1866 lighter jetty (the jetty in the
distance) 1867. Image: Rice 2004:37.

Figure 43. Breastwork and lighter jetty. Image: LHB
2/539.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed when the No. 4 wharf was built.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium, due to its high context, medium
information potential and medium amenity and historic values.
LPC proposal: Possible excavation of the area for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity,
and the demolition of No. 4 wharf.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Any earthworks that may disturb the remains of the lighter jetty should be monitored by an
archaeologist. If any evidence of the jetty is found, it should be excavated and recorded in accordance
with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Polhill’s Bay rifle range (M36/99)
Name(s): Polhill’s Bay rifle range
Construction date: Unknown
Site type: Trenches, military infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1578497 NZTM (Northing): 5172392
Above Sumner Road, in Buckles Bay Scenic Reserve.
Description: The site consists of four mounds, with stone retaining walls, built to make a flat area, and
an access track. The butts were at the base of a cliff face. This rifle range was used by the Lyttelton
Volunteer Artillery from at least 1866 (M36/99).

Figure 44. The location of N36/106 (highlighted). Image: ArchSite.

Condition: This site was unable to be inspected due to safety considerations.
Archaeological value: High, due to its associations with other defensive works in this part of Lyttelton
Harbour, particularly at Battery Point, its historical significance and because physical evidence of the
site appears to remain visible and intact.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: This site should be preserved in situ and is thus excluded from the global authority
application. If LPC are proposing works that will affect the site, a separate archaeological authority will
be required.
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Railway yard (M36/304)
Name(s): Railway yard
Construction date: 1867-?
Site type: Transport
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577419 NZTM (Northing): 5172066
The foreshore between Simeon Quay and Oxford Street, extending from Norwich Quay to the foot of
the wharves.
Description: Following the completion of the Lyttelton rail tunnel and the railway reclamation, a
railway yard was built at the port. This included a number of buildings (which are discussed separately
below), as well as the actual rail lines, to which this site record sheet refers. The number of railway
lines expanded rapidly between 1869 and 1875, and has continued to change over the intervening
period (Scotter 1968: Illus. 20 & 21).

Figure 46. The railway yard, looking east, 1875.
Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 21.

Figure 45. The railway yard, looking east, 1869.
Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 20.

Condition: Probably low. While some of the current layout reflects the 19th century layout, it has not
been possible to establish whether or not any of the fabric (i.e. rails and sleepers) is original. Given the
amount of time that has lapsed, however, it is unlikely that any fabric is original. It is possible that
older formations remain buried under the paved surfaces within the port area.
Archaeological value: Low, due to the level of modification.
LPC proposal: Possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned that may disturb earlier railway alignments, these works should be
monitored by an archaeologist. Any archaeological material in this area should be excavated and
recorded in accordance with standard archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Lyttelton station (M36/305)
Name(s): First railway station
Construction date: 1867
Site type: Railway station, transport
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577424 NZTM (Northing): 5172030
Seaward of Norwich Quay and between the end of Oxford and Canterbury Streets. The station was
built on land especially reclaimed for the railway between 1865 and 1867.
Description: In 1867 Lyttelton station was built above the end of the viaduct and between the roots of
the wharves (Pierre 1964:96). The station comprised platforms and office as well as nearby goods and
export sheds (Pierre 1964:77).

Figure 47. First Lyttelton railway station (the long
low platform), 1867. Image: Rice 2004:37.

Figure 48. Lyttelton’s first railway station. Image:
LHB 1/11

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium. If any fabric remains in situ, its
information potential is low. Its rarity, amenity and historic value, however, low-medium.
LPC proposal: Possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the jetty and slip are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
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No. 2 wharf (M36/306)
Name(s): No. 2 wharf; Ferry wharf; Screw pile wharf
Construction date: 1867
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577514 NZTM (Northing): 5171921
Extension seaward from the end of the Government wharf/edge of the railway reclamation. The No. 2
wharf extended approximately 80 m and was around 10 metres wide.
Description: The No. 2 wharf was an extension of the old original Government jetty that was enclosed
by the railway reclamation (Johnson 1952:92). It was constructed in two stages between 1867 and
1876 and was built on the screw-pile principal (Scotter 1968:74). The No. 2 wharf has been upgraded
and extended since this date, with the latest works being the redecking of the wharf in stages from
1983 to 1990 (Barrott 2012:3). The No. 2 wharf is currently used for the berthing of fishing vessels,
ships carrying bulk dry goods and logging ships (eastern edge only). The wharf is also used for mooring
of small cruise, ferry and scenic tour vessels (Barrott 2012:4).

Figure 49. The No.2 wharf (in the foreground) in
1867. Image: Rice 2004:37

Figure 50. The No.2 wharf. Image: LHB 1877.

Condition: The No. 2 wharf has suffered damage from the Canterbury earthquakes and from normal
deterioration (Barrott 2012). The inspection revealed that although the pier has been considerably
altered from its original pre-1900 form, and has undergone significant repairs over time, a number of
components from its original construction are still present including: approximately seven bays of cast
iron screw piles with horizontal iron stingers, and various metal fastenings. As noted by Barrott
(2012:4), the majority of the cast iron crew piles are structurally redundant. Apart from these
components the rest of the wharf appears to be of more recent construction, with numerous concrete
and steel additions. The sea wall at the landward end of the jetty is of unreinforced concrete, which
may have been built on top of the 1865 sea wall, which may still be in situ.
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Figure 51. Modern steel and concrete bracing
under the decking of the No. 2 wharf.

Figure 52. Screw pile (right) next to later wooden
pile.

Figure 53. Close up of the top of one of the screw
piles.

Figure 54. Possible remnants of the 1865 sea wall
under No. 2 wharf.

Archaeological value: High.
LPC proposal: Repair or demolition and replacement of the wharf and seawall.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required, if pre-1900 components are going to be
modified.
If the No. 2 wharf is to be demolished, or requires repairs that would destroy, damage or modify any
pre-1900 material it is recommended that the wharf should be recorded by an archaeologist.
Recording of this structure to Level III (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases of construction,
development and use of the wharf to be understood and would also provide information about the
relationship between the No. 2 wharf and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of
Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Officers Point breakwater (M36/307)
Name(s): Officers Point breakwater
Construction date: 1867-1876
Site type: Breakwater, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577242 NZTM (Northing): 5171478
Extends approximately 690 m from Officers Point across the mouth of the harbour.
Description: The Officers Point breakwater was one of a pair designed to form an inner harbour. Work
began around 1867 and was completed in 1876 (Scotter 1968:130). The breakwater was formed from
rubble stone blasted from the quarry at Officers Point, and the outer slope was faced by large stone
blocks. When completed the Officers Point breakwater was over 2,000 feet (610 m) in length by a
width of 40 feet (12 m) on the top and 6 feet (2 m) above high water at spring tides (Cyclopedia
1903:119).

Figure 55. The Officers Point Breakwater (in the
background), photographed in 1883. Image: Rice
2004:49.

Figure 56. The Officers Point breakwater. Image:
LINZ n.d.

Condition: While much of fabric of the original breakwater is no longer visible, having being built upon,
capped with modern demolition material or otherwise hidden by the presence of the breastwork of
Gladstone pier. One possible original component of the breakwater was located: a wooden pile.
However, the form of the breakwater is likely to be very similar to the original, and it is likely to be
mostly intact under the obscuring materials and structures. The damage to the surrounding structures
from the Canterbury earthquakes suggests that the Officers Point breakwater may also have been
affected by the earthquakes.

74

Figure 57. The southern elevation of the Officers
Point breakwater in 2014, facing east.

Figure 58. Close up of a possible original pile,
Officers Point breakwater, 2014, facing east.

Archaeological value: Medium-high, based on its contextual and amenity values and its condition, as
well as its rarity (as an 1860s breakwater).
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
and construction of maintenance workshop. Also possible removal of the western extent of the
breakwater to allow the construction of an outer cruise ship berth.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Where remediation works could provide information relating to the original construction,
development and use of the Officers Point breakwater an archaeologist monitor these works, to learn
more about the materials and methods of construction.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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No. 3 wharf (M36/308)
Name(s): No. 3 wharf; No. 3 jetty; intermediate wharf
Construction date: 1871
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577442 NZTM (Northing): 5171972
Located between No. 2 and No. 4 wharves and extending seaward from the reclamation. No. 3 wharf
was originally approximately 100 m long by 10 m wide.
Description: The No. 3 wharf was built midway along the breastwork in 1871 for £5800 and extended
in 1876. Since its construction the wharf has been upgraded a number of times, the most recent, and
extensive, being in 1999-2000 (Brown 2012a:2).

Figure 60. No.3 wharf in 1881. Image: Scotter
1968: 135.

Figure 59. The wharves in 1890. Image: Scotter
1968: Illus. 33.

Condition: The No. 3 wharf has been damaged by the Canterbury earthquakes and general
deterioration. Inspection revealed that the wharf has been significantly altered and repaired
throughout its life. Despite these alterations, pre-1900 materials may remain in situ, including wooden
piles (some have been replaced with steel piles) and the wooden deck planking (although replaced by
concrete and asphalt in some places). Possibly original metal fittings, including bolts, spikes and straps,
are also still present.

76

Figure 61. The western side of No. 3 wharf.

Figure 62. Modern steel and concrete reinforcing
under the No. 3 wharf, as well as some possibly
original wooden piles.

Archaeological value: Medium, due to its high contextual values, its amenity values and its rarity.
LPC proposal: Repair or demolition and replacement of the wharf and seawall.
Recommendations: If the No. 3 wharf is to be demolished, or requires repairs that would destroy,
damage or modify any pre-1900 material, that material should first be recorded by an archaeologist.
Recording of this structure to Level III (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases of construction,
development and use of the wharf to be understood and would also provide information about the
relationship between the No. 3 wharf and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of
Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Naval Point breakwater (M36/309)
Name(s): Naval Point breakwater
Construction date: 1872-1877
Site type: Breakwater, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577056 NZTM (Northing): 5171571
Extends southeast approximately 400 m from what was Naval Point across the mouth of the harbour.
Description: The Naval Point breakwater was one of a pair of breakwaters designed to form an inner
harbour, the other being Officers Point breakwater. Work began around 1872 and was completed in
1877 (Scotter 1968:130). The breakwater was formed from rubble stone blasted from the quarry at
Naval Point, and the outer slope was faced by large stone blocks. When completed the Naval Point
breakwater was 1400 feet (427 m) in length and, with Officers Point breakwater, enclosed an area of
about 107 acres (Cyclopedia 1903: 119).

Figure 63. The Naval Point breakwater in 1877.
Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 14.

Figure 64. The Naval Point breakwater. Image:
LINZ n.d.

Condition: The fabric of the breakwater is visible along much of its northern side. Its southern side,
however, has been buried by subsequent reclamations and much of its top surface has been capped
with roads. The damage to the Naval Point breakwater from the Canterbury earthquakes is clearly
visible in the large cracks and ground slumping along its length. Despite this surface damage, the form
and fabric of the breakwater is likely to be very similar to the original, and it is likely to be largely intact
beneath the obscuring materials and structures.
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Figure 65. The northern elevation of the Naval
Point Breakwater, 2014, facing south.

Figure 66. Looking east along the Naval Point
breakwater in 2014.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its condition, contextual and historical values.
LPC proposal: Excavation for the repair and replacement of the oil berth wharf, and also for the repair
and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Where remediation works could provide information relating to the construction, development and
use of the Naval Point Breakwater an archaeologist should monitor these works. The information
gained as a result of such work would not only document the stages of construction but also provide
information about the relationship between the Naval Point breakwater and its setting, particularly as
part of the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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New Zealand Loan and Mercantile Company grain store (M36/310)
Name(s): New Zealand Loan and Mercantile Company grain store; Cunningham’s grain store
Construction date: 1872
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577421 NZTM (Northing): 5172111
Mid-way along Norwich Quay. The shed was approximately 125 m long by 17 m wide.
Description: Designed by W. B. Armson and built in 1872, the New Zealand Loan and Mercantile
Company’s grain store dominated the southern side of Norwich Quay. By the 1880s the store had been
purchased by Peter Cunningham and by 1900 it had been sold again, probably to the Harbour Board,
and renamed the No. 1 store (Rice 2004:47,64).

Figure 67. The No. 1 grain store is in the
background of this photograph from 1900. Image:
Rice 2004: 64.

Figure 68. P. Cunningham & Co. grain store. Image:
Scotter 1968: 135.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, medium. The condition of the site is low, but its
context and rarity are medium. Much of the rarity value derives from the building’s association with
W. B. Armson – few buildings associated with this prominent architect survive today. It is not known
how many 1870s grain stores survive.
LPC proposal: Possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Any earthwork in this area should be monitored by an archaeologist. If any remains associated with
the grain store are found, they should be recorded in accordance with standard archaeological
techniques
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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First eastern reclamation (M36/311)
Name(s): First eastern reclamation
Construction date: c. 1873
Site type: Reclamation, earthworks
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577767 NZTM (Northing): 5171925
Between No. 2 wharf and the Officers Point breakwater.
Description: Little is known about this reclamation, except that it must have taken place prior to the
construction of the boatmen’s jetty and slip and the short wharf, and before the 1879 eastern
reclamation.
Condition: Good.
Archaeological value: Low-medium. Although the condition of this site is good, and its contextual,
amenity and historical values medium, its information potential is low.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If earthworks that will affect the reclaimed land are to take place, those carrying out the work should
be given a briefing on what archaeological features might be encountered and what to do if they are.
Site visits should be carried out by an archaeologist during such works.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Boatmen’s jetty and slip (M36/312)
Name(s): Boatmen’s jetty and slip
Construction date: 1873
Site type: Wharf and slipway, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577610 NZTM (Northing): 5171936
Beneath the reclamation adjacent to breastwork No. 1 and approximately 85 m long by 18 m wide.
Description: In 1873 a boatmen’s jetty and slipway was built in the eastern corner of Erskine Bay. This
jetty and slipway cost £3,644 to build and was taken over by the newly formed Lyttelton Harbour
Board in 1877 (Scotter 1968:130).

Figure 69. Boatmen’s jetty bottom right (slipway
out for frame), c.1875. Image: Scotter 1968: Illus.
26.

Figure 70. Boatmen’s jetty and slipway. Image: LHB
1877.

Condition: Low, buried below surface or destroyed during subsequent reclamation.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium, due to its probable condition, rarity
and information potential.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the jetty and slip are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Second railway station (M36/313)
Name(s): Lyttelton station; the new Lyttelton station
Construction date: 1873
Site type: Railway station, transport
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577520 NZTM (Northing): 5171993
At the foot of Oxford Street and seaward of Norwich Quay. The building was approximately 25 m long
with a 75 m long platform.
Description: In 1873 the second Lyttelton railway station was opened at the foot of Oxford Street near
the screw pile jetty (Pierre 1964:98-99). This platform was located to the east of the original 1867
platform and was built at a cost of 2,130 pounds (Pierre 1964:98).

Figure 71. The 1873 Lyttelton railway station (the
long low building at far left), c.1878. Image: Rice
2004: 43.

Figure 72. Map showing the location of Lyttelton’s
second railway station. Image: LHB 1877.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium. If any fabric remains in situ, its
information potential is low. Its rarity and amenity value, however, low-medium.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the jetty and slip are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Gladstone pier (M36/314)
Name(s): Gladstone pier; Gladstone wharf; Breakwater wharf
Construction date: 1874
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577620 NZTM (Northing): 5171574
The northern side of the inner arm of Officers Point Breakwater.
Description: In 1874 a breastwork wharf called Gladstone pier was built around the inner side of the
Officers Point breakwater (Johnson 1952:120). The wharf carried three sets of railway lines, and three
large goods sheds known as the Government sheds. The first vessel to berth at its opening in February
1874 was the barque W.E. Gladstone, and as such, the wharf was named Gladstone pier (Rice 2004:
42).

Figure 73. Ships berthed at Gladstone Pier, 1899.
Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 32.

Figure 74. Gladstone Pier. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Gladstone pier was significantly damaged during the Canterbury earthquakes and access
onto the pier is currently prohibited. Inspection revealed that although the pier has been altered and
repaired throughout its life, and is now significantly damaged, it is probable that some pre-1900
materials remain in situ. Wooden piles (which may be pre-1900) are still present (some having been
replaced with steel), as is the wooden deck planking (although replaced by concrete and asphalt in
some places). Possible pre-1900 metal fittings, including bolts, spikes, straps and railway tracks and
point switches, are also still present.
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Figure 75. The northern aspect of Gladstone pier in
2014, facing east from Z-Berth.

Figure 76. The southern aspect of Gladstone pier in
2014, facing east.

Figure 77. Wooden piles with iron fittings under
Gladstone pier.

Figure 78. Railway lines and point switch on top of
Gladstone Pier.

Archaeological value: Medium.
LPC proposal: The damage to this structure is such that it is scheduled to be demolished. It will
potentially be replaced with an outer cruise ship berth.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Prior to, and during demolition, the Gladstone pier should be recorded by an archaeologist to
investigate the construction, development and use of the pier. Recording of this structure to Level III
(NZHPT 2006) will not only document the stages of construction but also provide information about
the relationship between the Gladstone Pier and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of
Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Government sheds (M36/315)
Name(s): Government sheds; Gladstone pier sheds
Construction date: 1874
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577620 NZTM (Northing): 5171574
On top of Gladstone pier, on the northern side of the inner arm of Officers Point breakwater.
Description: Three sheds were built on top of Gladstone pier by the Canterbury Provincial Council and
were subsequently known as the government sheds (Scotter 1968:93).

Figure 79. Government sheds on Gladstone pier
are just visible in the background of this 1883
photograph. Image: Rice 2004: 49.

Figure 80. Government sheds on Gladstone pier.
Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the sheds are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Short wharf (M36/316)
Name(s): Short wharf; tongue wharf
Construction date: 1874
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577557 NZTM (Northing): 5171931
Under the reclamation and underneath the line of the ferry pontoon wharf. The original wharf was
approximately 50 m long by 5 m wide.
Description: In 1874 a short wharf was built on the east side of the screw-pile jetty for the S.S.
Halcyon, which traded around the peninsula (Scotter 1968:89).

Figure 81. Short wharf (second from front)
c.1875.Image: Scotter 1968: Illus. 26.

Figure 82. The short wharf. Image: Image: LHB
1877.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface, or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium. The condition of this site is likely to
be low but its context is medium, and its information potential and amenity value are low-medium.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the wharf are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Second post office (M36/230)
Name(s): Second post office
Construction date: 1875
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577557 NZTM (Northing): 5172080
On the southwest corner of Norwich Quay and Oxford Street.
Description: In 1875 a new post office was built on the southwest corner of Norwich Quay and Oxford
Street, replacing the post office built on the section in 1851. The building was demolished and all its
foundations removed after the earthquakes of 2010-11. These works were by an archaeologist
monitored, and the site subsequently recorded as archaeological site M36/230.

Figure 83. The second post office about 1878 (with
the distinctive tower, centre right). Image: Rice
2004: 43.

Figure 84. Historic map showing the footprint of
the second post office. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Poor. All foundations removed at the time of demolition. It is possible that some
archaeological material remains in situ, but the likelihood is considered to be low.
Archaeological value: Low. The site has largely been destroyed and there is little information
potential. It has medium contextual and historical value and low-medium amenity value.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the post office are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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No. 6 wharf (M36/317)
Name(s): No. 6 wharf; No. 6 jetty; Tunnel mouth jetty
Construction date: 1875
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577205 NZTM (Northing): 5172046
Located between No. 5 and No. 7 wharves and extending seaward from the railway reclamation. No. 6
wharf was originally approximately 100 m long by 18 m wide.
Description: The No. 6 wharf, also known as the Tunnel mouth jetty, was built in 1875 at a cost of
£9,205 (Scotter 1968:130). This jetty extended seaward from the western end of the land reclaimed
for the railway yard.

Figure 85. The No. 6 wharf in 1884 (in the middle).
Image: Rice 2004: 52.

Figure 86. 1881 map showing No. 6 wharf. Image:
Scotter1968: 135.

Condition: The No. 6 wharf has been damaged by the Canterbury earthquakes and general
deterioration. Inspection revealed that the wharf has been significantly altered and repaired
throughout its life. Despite these alterations it is possible that pre-1900 materials remain in situ.
Wooden piles (some of which may be pre-1900) are still present (some having been replaced with
steel), as is the wooden deck planking (although replaced by concrete and asphalt in places). Possibly
original metal fittings, including bolts, spikes and straps, are also still present.
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Figure 87. The eastern aspect of No. 6 wharf.

Figure 88. Wooden piles and iron brackets visible
beneath No. 6 wharf.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its condition, context and amenity value.
LPC proposal: The damage to this wharf is such that it is scheduled to be demolished. Demolition will
remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure and may also impact the associated
seawall and adjacent breastwork.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Prior to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the No. 6 wharf should be recorded by an
archaeologist to investigate the construction, development and use of the wharf. Recording of this
structure to Level III (NZHPT 2006) will not only document the stages of construction but also provide
information about the relationship between No. 6 wharf and its setting, particularly as part of the
broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Produce sheds (M36/318)
Name(s): Produce sheds
Construction date: c. 1875
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577454 NZTM (Northing): 5172071
On the reclaimed foreshore seaward of Norwich Quay. The two sheds were approximately 85 m long
by 18 m, and 60 m by 15m.
Description: After the reclamation of the foreshore in this area and prior to 1881 two large produce
sheds were built to supply the newly installed railway tracks (Scotter 1968: 135).

Figure 89. The two produce sheds (mid-ground)
around 1878. Image: Rice 2004: 43.

Figure 90. The Produce sheds on the reclaimed
foreshore. Image: Scotter 1968: 135.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the sheds are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Railway goods sheds (M36/319)
Name(s): Railway goods sheds
Construction date: c. 1875
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577418 NZTM (Northing): 5172037
On the reclaimed foreshore, seaward of Norwich Quay. The sheds were approximately 80 m long by 14
m wide, and 75 m long by 20 m wide.
Description: After the railway reclamation of 1867 the railway yard was established along the
foreshore. By at least 1875, two large goods sheds had been built on the reclaimed land.

Figure 91. One of the railway goods sheds
dominates the centre of this c.1875 image. Image:
Scotter 1968: Illus. 26.

Figure 92. The railway goods sheds on the
reclaimed foreshore. Image: LINZ c.1890.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the sheds are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Lyttelton lighthouse (M36/320)
Name(s): Godley Quay lighthouse; Lyttelton wharf lighthouse
Construction date: 1878
Site type: Lighthouse
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577240 NZTM (Northing): 5171486
The lighthouse was originally at the end of Gladstone Quay. Due to earthquake damage it was moved
to No. 6 wharf for safekeeping until it can be reinstated (B. Casey, pers. comm. 2014).
Description: After the completion of Officers Point breakwater in 1876 and Gladstone quay in 1877, a
lighthouse was built at the end on the quay in 1878. The lighthouse has a white wooden tower with
brass window joinery and a copper top. The apparatus was manufactured by Chance Brothers and
Company, Birmingham, England. The structure is 6 m high and the elevation of the light is 8 m above
sea level (Churchman 1989:85).

Figure 93. 1882 photograph showing
lighthouse on the edge of the breakwater.

the

Figure 94. The footprint of the lighthouse. Image:
LINZ n.d.

Condition: Lighthouse appears to be in good condition, however it has been moved from its original
location and is currently being stored on LPC land.
Archaeological value: Medium. The condition and amenity values of the site are high and its
information potential is also high. However, the removal of the structure from its original context has
reduced its overall archaeological value to low-medium.
LPC proposal: Unknown - possible reinstatement
Recommendations: Prior to any activity (including reinstatement) that may destroy, damage or modify
the pre-1900 structure it should first be recorded by an archaeologist. Recording of this structure to
Level III (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases of construction, development and use of the
lighthouse to be understood and would also provide information about the relationship between the
lighthouse and its original setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological
landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Eastern reclamation (M36/321)
Name(s): Eastern reclamation
Construction date: 1879
Site type: Reclamation, earthworks
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577767 NZTM (Northing): 5171925
Between No. 2 wharf and the Officers Point breakwater.
Description: Prior to reclamation, there was a narrow shelf along the foot of the cliffs at the eastern
end of Erskine Bay on which the railway line ran to Gladstone pier. In 1879 the Harbour Board, at the
request of the Public Works Department, reclaimed 4 acres here. The fill for this reclamation was
dredged from the harbour (Scotter 1968: 133).

Figure 95. 1890s photograph showing the eastern
reclamation in the distance, with the No. 5 grain
store built on top of it. Image: Rice 2004:47.

Figure 96. Approximate extent of the eastern
reclamation. Image: Scotter 1968: 135.

Condition: Not visible, most likely in good condition.
Archaeological value: Medium. The condition values of the site are high, and its context and amenity
values are medium. Its information potential, however, is low, as the fill came from the harbour floor.
While is it possible that this fill contains artefacts from the harbour, the lack of context for the
artefacts means that little information could be gained from them.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements, and the
construction of buildings in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Any works to take place under an accidental discovery protocol. Any work crews to first be briefed on
what an archaeological site looks like and what to do if one is found.
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No. 1 breastwork (M36/341)
Name(s): No. 1 Breastwork; Eastern breastwork wharf
Construction date: c. 1879
Site type: Breastwork, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577638 NZTM (Northing): 5171838
Along the edge of the foreshore between the Tug-Boat jetty and Gladstone pier. The No. 1 breastwork
was approximately 285 m long.
Description: Sometime between 1879 and 1882 the No. 1 breastwork was built along the newly
reclaimed eastern foreshore of Erskine Bay (Rice 2004:45, Scotter 1968: Illus. 30). This breastwork
extended from the No. 1 wharf to Gladstone Pier. The wharf was widened in 1933 and then
overhauled in 1970-71 (Barrot 2012:2).

Figure 97. Photograph taken in 1933 showing work
underway to widen the No. 1 breastwork. Image:
Scotter 1968: Illus. 49.

Figure 98. No. 1 breastwork. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: The No. 1 breastwork has suffered damage from the Canterbury earthquakes and as a
result of normal processes. Inspection revealed that the breastwork has been significantly altered and
repaired throughout its life. The amount of pre-1900 material that remains in situ was unable to be
ascertained. However, it is possible that some components, such as wooden piles, cross beams and
decking, as well as various metal fastenings, relate to the original construction phase. It appears that
the original sea wall has been replaced with a later reinforced concrete retaining wall, although it is
not known whether the original rock wall remains in situ behind this modern addition.

95

Figure 99. No. 1. breastwork in 2014, viewed from
the southwest.

Figure 100. Wooden piles with recent repairs
under the breastwork.

Figure 101. View of the reinforced concrete sea
wall and riprap under the breastwork.

Figure 102. Underside of the breastwork showing
the framing.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its medium condition, context and amenity values.
LPC proposal: Repair or demolition and replacement of the breastwork and seawall.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If the No. 1 breastwork is to be demolished, or requires repairs that would destroy, damage or modify
any pre-1900 material, it should be recorded by an archaeologist. Recording of this structure to Level
III (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases of construction, development and use of the breastwork to
be understood and would also provide information about the relationship between the No. 1
breastwork and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological
landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Dampiers Bay reclamation (M36/342)
Name(s): Dampiers Bay reclamation; Naval Point reclamation
Construction date: c. 1879
Site type: Reclamation, earthworks
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1576711 NZTM (Northing): 5171950
Between No. 7 wharf and the graving dock.
Description: In 1879, before building the dry dock, the contractors were required to cut away what
was left of the Naval Point hill and reclaim Dampiers Bay (Rice 2004: 48). It is likely that the material
used for the reclamation was from Naval Point hill.

Figure 103. Photograph from the 1890s showing
the completed Dampiers Bay reclamation (in
foreground). Image: Rice 2004:47.

Figure 104. Dampiers Bay reclamation. Image: Rice
2004:28.

Condition: High.
Archaeological value: Medium, as a result of its high condition values, and medium context, amenity
and historical values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If earthworks that will affect the reclaimed land are to take place, those carrying out the work should
be given a briefing on what archaeological features might be encountered and what to do if they are.
Site visits should be carried out by an archaeologist during such works.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Graving dock (M36/322)
Name(s): Graving dock; dry dock
Construction date: 1879-1882
Site type: Dry dock, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1576723 NZTM (Northing): 5171837
Northern side of the patent slip, adjacent to Cyrus Williams Quay.
Description: The Lyttelton graving dock was built in 1881-82 (Rice 2004:49). Its dimensions are: 450
feet (137 m) length of floor by 46 feet wide (14 m); 481 feet 6 inches (147 m) length at top by 82 feet
(25 m) wide; width of entrance 62 feet (19 m); where ship’s bilge should be, 55 feet (17 m); depth of
water on the sill at high water, 23 feet (7 m; Cyclopedia 1903:119). The graving dock and associated
pump house are listed as a Category I historic place by Heritage New Zealand (List. No. 4389), the
former in recognition of the marine engineering required to construction the dock. The registration
also recognises that the plan for the graving dock was originally conceived of by the provincial
government, and the importance of the use of concrete in the structure (NZHPT 2014).

Figure 105. The graving dock, with a ship in it, with
the patent slip behind, 1904. Image: Scotter 1968:
Illus. 36.

Figure 106. The graving dock. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Although built in 1881, the graving dock continues to function as a working ship
maintenance and repair facility. The dock appears to have undergone minimal modification since its
original construction. The graving dock has suffered some damage due to the Canterbury earthquakes,
which has caused an increase in water seepage into the dock (Brigid Casey, pers. comm. 2014).
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Figure 107. Graving dock caisson gate viewed from
the water, 2014.

Figure 108. Western end of the graving dock, 2014.

Figure 109. View from the floor of the graving
dock, facing east, 2014.

Figure 110. View from the caisson gate down into
the graving dock, 2014.

Archaeological value: High, due to its rarity (this is possibly the only extant 19th century graving dock in
New Zealand), condition, amenity and historic and technological values.
LPC proposal: Upgrading of the wastewater treatment system, installation of a hand rail and/or fall
arrest system, and the installation of control measures to counter freshwater seepage into the dock.
Recommendations: This site is excluded from the global authority application. LPC should discuss any
planned works with Heritage New Zealand to see if an archaeological authority is required (this will
depend on the nature of the works proposed). To facilitate this work LPC should commission a
Conservation Plan to be produced that will provide further guidance on how works are best
undertaken and identify which works trigger the requirement for an archaeological authority from
Heritage New Zealand. It is recommended that no authority be granted for the demolition of the
structure.
Where an archaeological authority is required for repair works that will destroy, damage or modify any
pre-1900 components of the dock, these should first be recorded by an archaeologist to Level II
standard (NZHPT 2006). Any repair works should be monitored by an archaeologist. This recording and
monitoring will not only document details of the construction and use of the dock, but also provide
information about the relationship between the graving dock and its setting.
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No. 1 wharf (M36/323)
Name(s): No.1 wharf; No. 1 jetty; boat wharf; launch jetty
Construction date: c. 1880
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577600 NZTM (Northing): 5171888
Between No. 2 wharf and No. 1 breastwork. The wharf was approximately 50 m long by 10 m wide.
Description: A small wharf/jetty built sometime before 1881 (Scotter 1968: 135).

Figure 111. No. 1 wharf in 1881. The wharf was not
built to the full length shown here. Image: (Scotter
1968: 135).

Figure 112. 1890 map showing the location and
extent of the No. 1 jetty (labelled ‘boat wharf’).
Image: LHB c. 1890.

Condition: Low. Buried below surface or destroyed by the construction of a later wharf.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium, based on its low and rarity
condition values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the wharf are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Export shed (M36/324)
Name(s): Export shed; Government goods shed
Construction date: pre-1881
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577633 NZTM (Northing): 5171952
On the reclaimed foreshore to the east of Oxford Street and between Norwich Quay and the ferry
pontoon wharf.
Description: After the reclamation of the foreshore in this area and prior to 1881 an export store shed
was built. The shed was approximately 90 m long by 15 m wide (Scotter 1968: 135).

Figure 113. The export shed (lower left) in 1890.
Image: Scotter 1968: 182.

Figure 114. Export shed shown on an 1881 map of
Lyttelton. Image: Scotter1968: 135.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Import shed (M36/325)
Name(s): Import shed
Construction date: pre-1881
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577687 NZTM (Northing): 5171903
On the reclaimed foreshore between Gladstone Quay and the No.1 breastwork.
Description: After the reclamation of the foreshore in this area and prior to 1881 an Import shed was
built. The shed was approximately 105 m long by 12 m wide (Scotter 1968: 135).

Figure 115. The import shed showing from the air
in 1923. Image: Rice 2004: 88.

Figure 116. Import shed shown on an 1881 map of
Lyttelton. Image: Scotter1968: 135.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
102

No. 4 wharf (M36/326)
Name(s): No. 4 wharf; No. 4 jetty
Construction date: 1881
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577350 NZTM (Northing): 5171990
Located between No. 3 and No. 5 wharves, and extending seaward from the reclamation. No. 4 wharf
was originally approximately 125 m long by 14 m wide.
Description: In 1879 the Harbour Board agreed to the removal of the short lighterage jetty at the west
end of the 1865 breastwork, and the building there of two 400 foot jetties (122 m; No. 4 and 5). These
jetties were completed by 1881 (Scotter 1968:136). No. 4 wharf was extended and widened sometime
after 1909 (LHB 1909).

Figure 117. The wharves in 1890. Image: Scotter
1968: Illus. 33.

Figure 118. No. 4 wharf in 1881. Image:
Scotter1968: 135.

Condition: The No. 4 wharf was significantly damaged during the Canterbury earthquakes and access
onto the wharf is currently prohibited. Inspection from the water revealed that the wharf has been
significantly altered and repaired throughout its life. Despite these alterations it is possible that pre1900 fabric remains in situ. Wooden piles (some of which may be pre-1900) are still present (some
having been replaced with steel), as is the wooden deck planking (although replaced by concrete and
asphalt in places). Metal fittings that may be original, including bolts, spikes and straps, are also still
present.
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Figure 119. The western aspect of No. 4 wharf,
facing south, 2014.

Figure 120. Under No. 4 wharf, 2014.

Figure 121. Wooden piles with iron fittings under
No. 4 wharf, 2014.

Figure 122. View towards base of No. 4 wharf with
retaining wall in the background, 2014.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its condition, contextual, amenity and historic values.
LPC proposal: The damage to this wharf is such that it is scheduled to be demolished. Demolition will
remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure and may also impact the associated
seawall and adjacent breastwork.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Prior to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of the No. 4 wharf should be recorded by an
archaeologist to investigate the original construction, development and use of the wharf. Recording of
this structure to Level III (NZHPT 2006) will not only document the stages of construction but also
provide information about the relationship between No. 4 wharf and its setting, particularly as part of
the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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No. 5 wharf (M36/343)
Name(s): No. 5 wharf; No. 5 jetty
Construction date: 1881
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577289 NZTM (Northing): 5172022
Located between No. 4 and No. 6 wharves and extending seaward from the reclamation. No. 5 wharf
was originally approximately 125 m long by 14 m wide.
Description: In 1879 the Harbour Board agreed to the removal of the short lighterage jetty at the west
end of the 1865 breastwork, and for the building there of two 400 foot jetties (122 m; No. 4 and 5).
These jetties were completed by 1881 (Scotter 1968:136).

Figure 123. The wharves in 1890. Image: Scotter
1968: Illus. 33.

Figure 124. No. 5 jetty in 1881. Image: Scotter1968:
135.

Condition: The No. 5 wharf was significantly damaged during the Canterbury earthquakes and access
onto the wharf is currently prohibited. Inspection from the water revealed that the wharf has been
significantly altered and repaired throughout its life. Despite these alterations it is possible that pre1900 fabric remains in situ. Wooden piles (some of which may be pre-1900) are still present (some
having been replaced with steel), as is the wooden deck planking (although replaced by concrete and
asphalt in places). Metal fittings that may be original, including bolts, spikes and straps, are also still
present.
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Figure 125. The eastern aspect of No. 5 wharf
facing north.

Figure 126. Beneath No. 5 wharf facing north.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its condition, contextual and amenity values.
LPC proposal: The damage to this wharf is such that it is scheduled to be demolished. Demolition will
remove all of the decking and piles associated with the structure and may also impact the associated
seawall and adjacent breastwork.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
Prior to, and during demolition, any pre-1900 sections of No. 5 wharf should be recorded by an
archaeologist to investigate the original construction, development and use of the wharf. Recording of
this structure to Level III (NZHPT 2006) will not only document the stages of construction but also
provide information about the relationship between No. 5 wharf and its setting, particularly as part of
the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.

106

Graving dock pump house (M36/327)
Name(s): Graving dock pump house
Construction date: c. 1881-82
Site type: Pump house, industrial infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1576731 NZTM (Northing): 5171830
Between the Patent slip and the graving dock along Cyrus Williams Quay.
Description: The Lyttelton graving-dock pump house was built in c.1881-82 (Rice 2004:49). The pump
house was a brick structure with a pitched iron roof. The original pumps were imported from the
English firm of Easton and Anderson and they make it possible to empty the dock in about 4½ hours
(NZHPT 2014). The graving dock pump house is registered as a Category I Historic Place by Heritage
New Zealand (along with the graving dock; Reg. No. 4389). The large brick chimney of the pump house
was demolished in 1931, and following the Canterbury earthquakes, the building was demolished,
leaving the modern pumping equipment intact. A corrugated iron shed has subsequently been built
over the original building footprint to protect the pumping machinery and allow its continued use.

Figure 127. The pump house at the opening of the
graving dock in 1883. Image: Scotter 1968:49.

Figure 128. The pump house. Image: LINZ n.d..

Condition: The brick pump house has been demolished, with the roof and brick walls removed down
to ground level. The original foundations remain, as does the original pumping system for emptying
and filling the dry dock. The pumping equipment remains in use and a corrugated iron shed has been
built over the original building’s footprint.
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Figure 129. The corrugated iron shed to the left of
the graving dock was built over the footprint of the
original pump house.

Figure 130. The corrugated iron shed.

Figure 131. The remnants of the original brick walls
and foundations of the pump house.

Figure 132. The old machinery in the new shed.

Archaeological value: Medium, largely due to the demolition of most of the above ground structure.
The site does still retain historical and technological values.
LPC proposal: Replacement of the temporary shed is planned. This will likely require modification or
removal of the original pump house foundations.
Recommendations: Given the association of the foundations with the graving dock, in the first
instance consideration should be given to preserving the site in situ. If any earthworks are planned in
this area an archaeological authority will be required and any works should be monitored by an
archaeologist. If the foundations of the pump house are to be removed, they should first be recorded
by an archaeologist, and their removal should be monitored by an archaeologist.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Graving dock jetty (M36/328)
Name(s): Graving dock jetty; dry dock jetty; caisson jetty
Construction date: c. 1881-82
Site type: Wharf/jetty, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1576773 NZTM (Northing): 5171826
Between the patent slip and the graving dock along Cyrus Williams Quay.
Description: The dry dock jetty was built in conjunction with the graving dock and associated pump
house in c.1881-82 (Rice 2004:49). Since its original construction it has been lengthened and has
almost certainly had numerous piles and fittings replaced.

Figure 133. The dry dock jetty extending seaward
from the pump house in 1882. Image: Rice 2004:
half title page.

Figure 134. Location of the graving dock jetty.
Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Inspection revealed that although the jetty has been altered and repaired throughout its
life, it is possible that original components of the pre-1900 structure remain in situ. Wooden piles
(some of which possibly pre-date 1900) are still present, as is the wooden deck planking and metal
fittings, including bolts, spikes and straps. These features also potentially pre-date 1900.
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Figure 135. The graving dock jetty.

Figure 136. The graving dock jetty.

Archaeological value: Medium, due to its condition, contextual and amenity values.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: Where works are required that will destroy, damage or modify any remaining pre1900 components of the structure. the jetty should be recorded by an archaeologist to investigate the
original construction, development and use of the jetty. Recording of this structure to Level III (NZHPT
2006) will not only document the stages of construction but also provide information about the
relationship between the dry dock jetty and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of
Lyttelton archaeological landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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No. 5 grain store (M36/329)
Name(s): No. 5 grain store
Construction date: 1882
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577664 NZTM (Northing): 5171834
Mid-way along Gladstone Quay. The shed was approximately 200 m long by 35 m wide.
Description: The No. 5 grain store was built in 1882 and rented to the railway department (Scotter
1968:175). In June 1950, the Harbour Board decided to demolish half of the No. 5 shed and to build a
new amenities block and assembly hall on the site (Rice 2004:45). The remainder of the building has
since been demolished.

Figure 138. No. 5. grain store. Image: LINZ n.d.

Figure 137. The No. 5 grain store in the distance in
the 1890s. Image: Rice 2004:47.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
If this site is to be disturbed by any earthworks, consideration should be given to carrying out the
necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning of LPC works at the site.
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Patent slip (M36/330)
Name(s): Patent slip
Construction date: 1884
Site type: Slipway, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1576729 NZTM (Northing): 5171810
North side of 11 Cyrus Williams Quay.
Description: Alongside the graving dock, a patent slip for smaller vessels was planned at the same time
and finally completed in 1884 (Rice 2004:48). The patent slip has a capacity of around 300 tons.

Figure 139. 1904 photograph showing the patent
slip behind the graving dock. Image: Scotter 1968:
184.

Figure 140. View of the Patent slip. Image: LINZ
n.d.

Condition: The patent slip was replaced in 1987 (Rice 2004: 143).
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Although replaced in 1987, it is possible that
some evidence of the 1884 structure remains in situ.
LPC proposal: Unknown.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If works are to take place in or around the patent slip, the crews should be briefed on the possibility of
encountering archaeological evidence and an accidental discovery protocol should be put in place.
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No. 6 breastwork (M36/333)
Name(s): No. 6 breastwork; low level breastwork
Construction date: 1884
Site type: Breastwork, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577004 NZTM (Northing): 5172080
Along the edge of the foreshore between No. 7 wharf and the graving dock. The No. 6 breastwork was
approximately 295 metres long.
Description: In 1884 the No. 6 breastwork was built along the reclaimed western foreshore of Erskine
Bay (Rice 2004: 45).

Figure 141. No. 6. breastwork under construction,
1884. Image: Rice 2004: 52.

Figure 142. No. 6 breastwork. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: The No. 6 breastwork has suffered damage from the Canterbury earthquakes and from
normal deterioration. Inspection revealed that the breastwork has been significantly altered and
repaired throughout its life. It was not possible to ascertain how much pre-1900 fabric remains in situ.
It is possible that some components, such as wooden piles, cross beams and decking, as well as various
metal fastenings, relate to the original construction phase. In some sections of the breastwork the
original sea wall has been replaced with a later reinforced concrete retaining wall. However, in other
sections it appears that the original rock wall remains.
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Figure 143. No. 6 breastwork in 2014 viewed from
the southeast.

Figure 144. Possible original rip rap sea wall under
the No. 6 breastwork.

Figure 145. View of the reinforced concrete sea
wall and rip rap under the breastwork.

Figure 146. View of the deteriorated piles under
the breastwork.

Archaeological value: Medium, based on its medium condition, context and amenity values.
LPC proposal: Repair, or demolition and replacement of the breastwork and seawall.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If the No. 6 breastwork is to be demolished, or requires repairs that would destroy, damage or modify
any pre-1900 material, it should be recorded by an archaeologist. Recording of this structure to Level
III (NZHPT 2006) would enable the phases of construction, development and use of the breastwork to
be understood and would also provide information about the relationship between the No. 1
breastwork and its setting, particularly as part of the broader Port of Lyttelton archaeological
landscape.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Battery Point battery (M36/93)
Name(s): Battery Point battery
Construction date: 1885
Site type: Artillery battery, military infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1579096 NZTM (Northing): 5172092
On the slope of Te Awaparahi Bay, covering an area of approximately 200 x 50 m.
Description: Battery Point is a cluster of military installations from the 1880s and both World Wars.
The remains include barracks, a sentry post, an 1880s store and magazine, battery observation points,
1880s gun emplacements, magazines, troop ready room, latrines, WW II gun emplacements, a
searchlight system consisting of a concrete engine and generator room, and searchlight stations. After
World War II the Battery Point complex became a care and maintenance battery, and was closed
about 1958. In 1988 the Battery Point historic precinct was recorded as an archaeological site and in
2004 Battery Point Battery was registered with NZHPT as an historic area (Reg. No. 7553). The site is
recorded as archaeological site M36/93 (Witter 2009).

Figure 147. The boundaries of the Battery Point historic area, and the location of the associated features
(Witter 2009).
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Condition: Only the lower level of the site was investigated for the current project. This found the
structures to have considerable cracking and deterioration due to weathering and from rust in the
ferro-concrete structures affected by the salt air. This cracking is likely to have been further
accelerated by the Canterbury earthquakes. The upper spur complex is described by Witter (2009) as
being in relatively good condition, especially the 1880s complex. However, water running down the
slope and through the complex is under cutting some of the structures. This erosion is also evident in
the slumping of the hillside in places.

Figure 148. Battery Point battery behind LPC
buildings.

Figure 149. One of the World War II barracks,
showing damage caused by exposure to the
marine environment.

Archaeological value: This is a high value archaeological site, as recognised by the NZHPT registration,
due to its condition, contextual values, information potential, amenity, technological and historic
values.
LPC proposal: Expansion of port operations towards Battery Point and the creation of an adjacent Haul
Road to allow access to Gollans quarry.
Recommendations: The buildings that make up this site should be preserved in situ and are thus
excluded from the global authority application. A conservation plan and archaeological assessment of
the complex should be completed as soon as possible to aid in the assessment and management of the
area in relation to the proposed haul roads and future damage. Any expansion of port operations
towards Battery Point should be designed to avoid any unnecessary impact on the historic area. If LPC
are proposing works that will affect the site and historic area, a separate archaeological authority will
be required.
The damage to the structures caused by their exposure to the marine environment and the Canterbury
earthquakes should be examined by an expert in ferro-concrete deterioration to assess the severity of
the situation and what remedies may be feasible. Furthermore, damage caused to the structures by
water run-off should be reduced and where possible halted through stabilisation works.
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No.7 wharf (M36/334)
Name(s): No. 7 wharf; No.7 ocean steamer jetty
Construction date: 1885
Site type: Wharf, maritime infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577123 NZTM (Northing): 5172059
The west end of the inner harbour. No. 7 wharf was approximately 170 m long by 30 m wide.
Description: Work began in 1884 for the construction of the No. 7 wharf, which was constructed
especially for berthing ocean steamers. It was 552 feet (168 m) long by 110 feet (34 m) wide with a
depth of water alongside of about 27 feet (8 m; Cyclopedia 1903:119). This work required the removal
of Peacock’s wharf and was the last completely new large jetty erected at Lyttelton (Rice 2004: 48,
Scotter 1968: 139). Its completion in 1885 completed the Harbour Board’s great period of construction
(Scotter 1968:48). In 1954 the original No. 7 wharf was demolished and replaced (Brown 2012b:4)

Figure 150. No. 7 ocean steamer jetty. Image:
Scotter 1968: Illus. 34.

Figure 151. No.7 wharf. Image: LINZ n.d.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low, due to its low condition, rarity and
information potential.
LPC proposal: Repair, or demolition and replacement of the wharf and seawall.
Recommendations: Any remains of the original No.7 wharf are likely to be underwater, or where the
wharf met the shore. Any earthworks in the latter area should be monitored, and any archaeological
remains associated with the wharf found should be recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques. If below water works could impact any extant remains of the No. 7 wharf,
consideration should be given to recording these using the techniques of underwater archaeology.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Cast iron drains (M36/344)
Name(s): Brick barrel drains
Construction date: 1885
Site type: Utility
Location and extent (approx): Numerous drainpipes running down from the township to the harbour
basin. The approximate locations where these pipes enter the harbour are as follows (from east to
west):
NZTM (Easting): 1577528 NZTM (Northing): 5171956
NZTM (Easting): 1577406 NZTM (Northing): 5172004
NZTM (Easting): 1577293 NZTM (Northing): 5172028
NZTM (Easting): 1577177 NZTM (Northing): 5172083
NZTM (Easting): 1576834 NZTM (Northing): 5172003
NZTM (Easting): 1576756 NZTM (Northing): 5171917
Cast iron connections of the brick barrel drains that run through the reclamation to the sea.
Description: These drains were built as part of Lyttelton’s drainage scheme. Information about the
history of this scheme is available (for example, see Price 2006), and the location and date of
construction of the drains is included in the SCIRT GIS. The drains remain in use today.

Figure 153. Undated historic map showing the
location and distribution of the brick barrel drains.
Image: LINZ n.d.

Figure 152. One of the cast iron drains on LPC land.

Condition: High.
Archaeological value: Medium, due to their condition, contextual and rarity values.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: in the first instance consideration should be given to preserving the drains in situ.
If the drains will be affected by any of the proposed works, they should first be investigated and
recorded by an archaeologist. The extent of investigation and recording will be governed by the extent
of the works proposed.
The archaeological work required to record this feature could take place before LPC begin works at the
site.
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Andersons Ltd engineering shop (M36/335)
Name(s): Andersons Ltd engineering shop
Construction date: 1886
Site type: Workshop, industrial
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577165 NZTM (Northing): 5172160
Near the rail tunnel. Original building was 120 feet (37 m) long by 30 feet (9 m) wide.
Description: In 1886 Andersons Engineering (a prominent Christchurch engineering firm) moved into
the ship-repair industry, leasing land near the rail tunnel and building a large workshop there (Johnson
1952:164). Several large dredges were prefabricated here, as well as cranes for various harbour boards
(Rice 2004:59). In 1922 the workshop was enlarged to 200 feet (61 m) by 40 feet (12 m; Johnson
1952:165).

Figure 154. Andersons engineering shop (middle
left) in the 1890s. Image: Rice 2004: 47.

Figure 155. Andersons Ltd engineering shop:
Image: LHB n.d.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. While the condition and rarity of the site are
low, its information potential is medium-low. Past experience indicates that machine supports, etc,
sometimes remain when factory buildings are demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Gladstone Quay wool storage sheds (M36/336)
Name(s): Gladstone Quay wool storage sheds
Construction date: c. 1890
Site type: Store, commercial building
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577806 NZTM (Northing): 5171695
At the end of Gladstone Quay on what is now the roadway of Cashin Quay
Description: Around 1890, five connected wool storage sheds were built on Gladstone Quay. The
sheds were divided into partitions, which were leased by different companies. The sheds covered an
area of approximately 160 m in length with a maximum width of around 35 m (LHB c.1890).

Figure 156. The sheds (at right) viewed from the
west in the 1890s. Image: Rice 2004: 47.

Figure 157. Storage sheds shown on a map of
Lyttelton dating from the 1890s. Image: LHB
c.1890.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Turntable and engine sheds (M36/337)
Name(s): Turntable and engine sheds
Construction date: c. 1890
Site type: Railway infrastructure
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577666 NZTM (Northing): 5172001
On the seaward side of Gladstone Quay at the foot of St David Street.
Description: Some time before 1890 a turntable and engine sheds were built near to the Harbour
Board and Railway good offices. The date of construction is not known and the first evidence of the
site is on a Harbour Board plan dating from 1890 (LHB c.1890).

Figure 158. The turntable (circle) and engine sheds shown on a map of Lyttelton dating from the 1890s. Image:
LHB c.1890.

Condition: Unknown – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium. While sheds are common
archaeological site types and generally have low information potential, it is possible that some
evidence of the turntable and/or associated rail tracks, survives here. Recording such features would
help us better understand its function.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the turntable or shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with
standard archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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New Zealand Loan and Mercantile wool & grain stores (M36/338)
Name(s): New Zealand Loan & Mercantile wool and grain store; No. 1 & 1a Harbour Board grain store
Construction date: c. 1890
Site type: Commercial building, store
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577027 NZTM (Northing): 5172129
Between Simeon Quay and No.6 breastwork. Approximately 70 m long by 20 m wide.
Description: The New Zealand Loan & Mercantile wool and grain stores were built around 1890.
Between 1909 and 1911 they were sold to the Harbour Board and subsequently became two (No. 1
and 1a) of their three waterside grain stores. Together, these stores (No. 1, 1a and 5) could handle
25,0000 tons of grain and produce (Johnson 1952: 123).

Figure 159. 1909 photograph showing the New
Zealand Loan & Mercantile wool and grain stores
in the background. Image: Rice 2004:47.

Figure 160. The New Zealand Loan & Mercantile
wool and grain stores on a 1911 map. Image: LHB
n.d.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low. Sheds would have been a common
waterfront feature in the nineteenth century and have low information potential. While it is possible
that scattered artefacts associated with the use of the shed could be found within its footprint, it is
more likely that these were removed when the shed was demolished.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the shed are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.
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Harbour Board cool stores (M36/339)
Name(s): Harbour Board cool stores
Construction date: 1891
Site type: Cool store, commercial storage
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577197 NZTM (Northing): 5172073
Between No. 6 and No. 7 wharves.
Description: In 1891 the Harbour Board built cool stores for butter and cheese to be graded and stored
for export (Johnson 1952:123). Four chambers were built and these were cooled by a Linde ammonia
freezing plant. The cool stores were extended between 1901 and 1917 (Rice 2004:51).

Figure 161. Photograph from the 1890s showing
the Harbour Board cool stores (middle picture).
Image: Rice 2004:47.

Figure 162. Historic plan showing the cool stores
between No. 6 and No. 7 wharves . Image: LHB
n.d.

Condition: Low – buried below surface or destroyed.
Archaeological value: If destroyed, none. Otherwise, low-medium, due to their association with the
shipment of frozen meat. It is possible that infrastructure associated with the cooling units remains in
situ at the site, meaning that the information potential of these stores is medium.
LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: Archaeological authority required.
If any earthworks are planned in this area, they should be monitored by an archaeologist. If remains of
the store are exposed, they should be investigated and recorded in accordance with standard
archaeological techniques.
Consideration should be given to carrying out the necessary archaeological work prior to the beginning
of LPC works at the site.

123

Pilgrims Rock (M36/340)
Name(s): Pilgrims Rock
Construction date: 1934
Site type: Monument
Location and extent (approx): NZTM (Easting): 1577568 NZTM (Northing): 5172066
On the reclaimed foreshore across the road from the old Harbour Board office.
Description: Although not a pre-1900 archaeological site, information about Pilgrims Rock is included
here for reasons of context, and to highlight the role of the Lyttelton port in the arrival of many 19 th
century settlers in Canterbury. This monument is not protected by the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act.
In 1934 Pilgrims rock was installed on railway land near the Moorhouse Railway tunnel. In 1990 it was
moved to its present location in a historical precinct beside the overbridge at the foot of Oxford Street
(Rice 2004:145). The rock is the key feature of the Pilgrims Rock Precinct, an area that was established
by the Canterbury Early Pilgrims and Settlers Association (NZHPT 2009).

Figure 163. Map showing the current location of Pilgrims Rock. Image: Google Earth.

LPC proposal: Unknown, possible excavation for repair and replacement of pavements in the vicinity.
Recommendations: The rock will need to be removed prior to any work in the area that may affect it.
Once any works are completed the monument should either be reinstated or moved to a more
suitable location.
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APPENDIX 2: LOCATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES
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APPENDIX 3: ACCIDENTAL DISCOVERY PROTOCOL3
In the event of any discovery of a suspected archaeological site, the worker/contractor shall take the
following action:
 Cease all works immediately within a 20 m radius.
 Advise the site supervisor of a find.
 The site supervisor shall contact the appointed archaeologist, who will advise on the
significance of the find and outline what steps are to be taken. In all instances, the
appointed archaeologist will advise Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga of the
discovery.
 The archaeological site will be recorded and excavated in accordance with standard
archaeological practice.
 In the case of uncovering kōiwi (human remains), Te Hapu o Ngāti Whekeand the
New Zealand Police must be contacted.Te Hapu o Ngāti Wheke will be consulted
with regard to any matters of tikanga in relation to the discovery.
 In the event of a Māori archaeological site being found, Te Hapu o Ngāti Whekewill
be advised of the find and will be consulted with regard to any matters of tikanga in
relation to the discovery.
 In the event of the discovery of kōiwi tangata (human remains), discussions about
the future of the site shall be entered into by Te Hapu o Ngāti Wheke and LPC (or
their nominated representative). All parties shall work towards operations
recommencing in the shortest possible timeframes.

3

This protocol has been drawn up with reference to the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan.
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