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Archaeological investigation at
Stancombe Road Cottage (R11/2554),
Flat Bush, Auckland
Beatrice Hudson

The Stancombe Road Cottage (also known as Baverstock Cottage) was first built in
the 1870s. The small weatherboard house is an example of a rural colonial cottage
that began as a small, three-roomed dwelling but was subsequently added to and
enlarged in phases, thus following a pattern of development typical of many early
rural homesteads.
Until February 2011 the Stancombe Road Cottage was located at 16 Stancombe
Road, Flat Bush, Manukau, Auckland (Lot 1 DP 200811) on land owned by the
International Buddhist Trust of New Zealand (Figure 1). The cottage was located
within the grounds of the Fo Guang Shan Buddhist temple, a large temple complex
built in the early 2000s. The Buddhist Trust had no further use for the cottage and
wished to have it removed. Since the cottage is a listed building under Schedule
6A of the Manukau District Plan as Item 24 (Baverstock Road), the Manukau City
Council opted to move the building off site for preservation rather than demolish it. An archaeological assessment (Campbell 2010) noted the site to be locally
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and regionally significant and it was recorded in the New Zealand Archaeological
Association site file as site R11/2554 (this site number has been retained for the
original location and a new site number, R11/2745, has been allocated to the house
in its current location). Before the building could be moved, the original fireplace
base, underfloor deposits and base plate structures of the building were recorded
by archaeologists. Once the building was removed, the underfloor area and the surrounding yard area were excavated in order to record the inground archaeology.
Archaeological investigations were conducted at the site between 3 and 16
February 2011, as required by conditions of authority 2010/442 issued by the New
Zealand Historic Places Trust under section 14 of the Historic Places Act 1993.
Excavations recorded the foundations and features related to different phases of
the building as it was extended over time. Around the house further postholes
and small rubbish pits were found, though none of these could be confirmed as
19th century in origin. Overall the inground archaeology of the building itself corresponded to the standing structure and there was surprisingly little evidence of
pre-1900 activity under or immediately around the house. It seems likely that 19th
century activity, such as the building of outhouses, digging of wells or burying
of any rubbish, was conducted further from the house, in areas that have already
been modified by contouring or construction.
Background
Flat Bush is located in the East Tamaki region of Auckland. In late pre-European
times it was covered with bracken fern, manuka and flax (La Roche 1991: 162).
Early Maori occupation here was focussed on the edges of the Tamaki River, where
resources were plentiful. Gradually, kainga and gardens encroached into the area
and pa were established on the volcanic cones dotted across East Tamaki. In the
near vicinity of Stancombe Road there are several prehistoric sites recorded, including a reported urupa, a midden and some pit and terrace sites. Between 1836 and
1839, the missionary William Thomas Fairburn purchased an 83,000 acre block
of east Auckland land, which encompassed the East Tamaki and Flat Bush areas,
although much of this was later reclaimed by the Crown (La Roche 1991: 29). For
much of the European period Flat Bush has been an agricultural area. During the
early settler years, land in the East Tamaki region was gradually cleared of bush
and turned into farms cropping largely potatoes, oats and wheat. The Stancombes
themselves are recorded as having an orchard on their land. Towards the end of
the 19th century diseases affecting the crops had become endemic and much of the
land in East Tamaki was converted to pasture (Clarke 2002).
Much of the following sections regarding the building’s history and description
are taken from the Conservation Plan compiled by Dave Pearson Architects Ltd
(2007).
History of the building
The central section of the cottage is believed to have been constructed in 1877. At
that time the land (Lot 39 and Pt Lot 39 of Deed 31) was owned by James Burtt,
who seems to have been a land investor and it is not thought that he built or lived
in the cottage himself. The builders and first occupants of the house are unknown.
Burtt sold the land in 1883 and it changed hands twice before being bought by John
Edmonds Stancombe in November 1885, for £22 10s. Stancombe presumably did
live in the cottage. He was from Devonshire, England and is recorded as operating in various rural trades. In 1885 he married Ellen Craig from county Antrim,
Ireland. He co-owned a hay press and had an orchard on the property, and in 1890
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and 1893 he bought the adjacent properties (Lot 37 and Lot 36 respectively)
(Figure 2).
The Baverstock Road School had been founded nearby in 1875 and
was only the second school established in this area (Clarke 2002). In 1893
the school building was relocated to the corner of Flat Bush School Road
and Murphy’s Road, where it was known temporarily as the East Tamaki
Number 1 School, and subsequently as the Flat Bush School, as the (now
restored) school house is still known today. When the relocation took place,
part of the school building was not required and so was moved across the
paddocks and attached to the Stancombe’s existing cottage. The section
of the schoolhouse that was attached to the cottage is thought to have
been constructed in 1877. Newspapers found on the walls date from the
1867(Dave Pearson Architects 2007: 17).
Stancombe died in 1935 leaving his estate to his widow Ellen, his son
James and son-in-law Rowland Hill. Names of two other sons, William
John and Alfred John Stancombe, are given on the headstone that they
share with John and Ellen (Figure 3), bringing the number of known children to four. Their grave is still visible today, located in a small cemetery
off Chapel Road, very close to the Stancombe Road Cottage site. This is the
cemetery of the Methodist Church that was built there in 1882, though
the building itself was moved off site in 1973 (Clarke 2002) (the church
and cemetery are recorded as R11/2440). Certificates of Title show Ellen
Stancombe and Rowland Hill were owners of the cottage in 1941, after
which the land was sold and subdivided. The land was purchased by the
International Buddhist Trust of New Zealand (North Island) in 1998 (Lot
38) and 2000 (Lot 39).
Other historic sites in the immediate vicinity of the Stancombe site include
the St Paul’s Anglican Church, which was built in 1886. Its small graveyard contains many other early settlers of the area, including members of the Baverstock
family. Three sites of historic ditch and bank fence remnants are recorded nearby
(R11/2150, R11/2153, R11/2154) as well as the Flat Bush School on Murphy’s Road,
which has a particular connection to the Stancombe Road Cottage.
Building description
Prior to its removal from site, the Stancombe Road Cottage had six rooms and
a small verandah on the west side and
modern lean-to additions on the east side.
Figure 4 shows the floor plan before relocation, with different phases of the house construction shaded, and Figure 5 shows views
of the exterior of the house before removal.
Further architectural details of materials, dimensions and alterations are given
in the Conservation Plan (Dave Pearson
Architects Ltd, 2007). The architectural
description given in the conservation report
identified three historical sections of the
building: the central section, understood
to be the original Stancombe Road Cottage,
built in 1877; the northern section, which
is the original Baverstock School building
that was built in 1875 but moved onto the
site in 1893; and the southern addition,
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which is thought most likely to have
been built in place, may also date to
much the same time as the school
buildings that were moved to the site.
Stancombe had at least four children
Baverstock schoolroom additions, Phase S
who would have required more room
than just the original three room
cottage. The building is clad with
weatherboards. The original cottage section has a gable roof running
north–south, though this appears to
have been modified when later additions were made to the house. From
Original cottage, Phase 1
the eastern side of the gable a lean-to
roof extended to cover the east verandah and bathroom area. The western verandah has a hipped roof. The
former Baverstock School building
has a gable roof running east–west
while the addition to the south has a
lean-to roof. All three sections have
Phase 2A
tongue in groove floor boards, which
are of kauri in the southern section.
More modern additions to the house
include lean-to constructions and a
toilet on the east side of the house,
which were founded on a thick concrete pad.
Phase 2B
Based on this information given
in the Conservation Report, the
three phases of the building development were named as: Phase 1 – the
original 1877 section; Phase ‘S’ – the
4. Floor plan of the
Baverstock School building section,
Stancombe Road
built in 1877 but added to house
Cottage, (adapted in 1893; and Phase 2 – the further additions to the south end probably dating to
from Dave Pearson the 1890s. These phases were then referred to during the archaeological excavaArchitects 2007 and
tion, except that Phase 2 became divided in to Phases 2A and 2B to distinguish its
Campbell 2010).
northern and southern parts.
Method
An initial day’s investigation was carried out on 3 February 2011 while the house
was still in place but had been jacked up by about 1 m, ready for removal. This
allowed archaeologists to work underneath it to record any underfloor deposits,
the chimney base and additional details of the structure. There were no visible concentrations of 19th century material under the house; the scattered surface items
were largely modern household rubbish and construction debris. There was a lot
of scattered animal bone, though this was largely concentrated around a couple of
rat’s nests and had clearly been dragged there by animals.
Once the modern debris was cleared, areas of loose, dusty surface soil were
trowelled away and sieved to see if any small items of 19th century refuse could
be recovered. This sieving was done for all of the area under the original Phase 1
portion of the house, but, finding no small items, the rest of the area was simply
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trowelled. After the dust layer was removed, the areas were cleaned down harder,
removing a loose crust of soil to reveal the solid subsurface. The underfloor area
was divided into units according phases of the house and any items collected were
bagged by these units. At this stage the brick and scoria fireplace base (Feature 1),
which was at risk of being destroyed during the removal of the house, was excavated and recorded with photographs and a detailed plan and profi le drawing.
On 7 February after the house had been removed, the area of the building
footprint was excavated by hand by a team of archaeologists. It was cleaned down
with hand tools to show up any features. These were then excavated by hand and
recorded. With this completed, the area around the house was investigated from
February 14th. A hydraulic excavator was used to remove all the turf and topsoil by pulling it back onto the completed house footprint area. Excavation then
continued by hand once again. Only the flat, un-contoured area surrounding the
house (30 x 16 m) was investigated, as beyond this the land had been substantially
contoured for the construction of the Buddhist temple and its grounds.
Features were recorded on paper recording forms, photographed with a digital
SLR camera and mapped using a Leica 1205 robotic total station on the Mt Eden
2000 datum. Artefacts were cleaned, sorted and analysed and wood samples from
examples of the house piles were analysed to determine species.
Results
Subsoil and stratigraphy
The natural clay subsoil under and around the house formed a very hard surface
when dry, which made excavation difficult though it was sticky and damp beneath
the surface, even where it had been sheltered by the house. In places the under-
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5. Views of the house
before removal: top
left, from the north
west; top right, from
the north east; bottom
left, from the south
west; bottom right,
from the south east.
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6. View from the
underfloor showing
the weatherboards of
the original Phase 1
northern wall, beneath
the Phase S section.

7. Plan of the probable
layout of the original Phase 1 cottage
(reproduced from Dave
Pearson Architects
2007: 17).
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floor area had also become very compacted
where the truck ran over it while removing
the house.
Two trenches were dug through Phase
1 and Phase 2A sections of the underfloor
area. These showed a slightly uneven natural subsoil surface with 140–200 mm of
grey–brown soil (Feature 16) on top of it.
The natural ground surface was almost 200
mm below the underfloor surface. The transition to natural was gradual rather than a
clear division, which suggests the surface
was not greatly modified before the house
was put on it. The grey brown soil (Feature
16) therefore appears to be the old topsoil,
which was not levelled off and removed
when the house was built.
Underfloor
The base plate of the Phase 1 portion of the building had mortise and tenon joints
between the bearers and studs. In some places on the western base plate of Phase
1 the original bearers and piles had rotted and been replaced by recycled railway
sleepers. The Phase S portion of the building had been attached to the north wall
of the Phase 1, and the original Phase 1 northern external weather boards were
visible below the floor level of Phase S (Figure 6) which stepped up from the Phase
1 floor.
There were no concentrated underfloor deposits of archaeological interest. Of
the loose material collected from the underfloor, most was 20th century in origin,
with a few items that could potentially be 19th century and only one fragment of a
saucer that can be confirmed to be 19th century in origin.
Fireplace (Feature 1)
The Phase 1 cottage had had a chimney that had been removed, along with an interior wall that separated what are thought to have been the parlour and the kitchen.
The chimney would have opened into fireplaces
on both sides of this wall, servicing the two
rooms (Figure 7). Although the chimney had
been removed, the brick and stone base of the
fireplace still existed underneath the house and
this was excavated and recorded (Figure 8). The
fireplace base measured 3 x 1.5 m x 300 mm
high and was divided into east and west sections. Both consisted of a U-shaped structure
of bricks. On the west section this U-shape was
closed by lumps of scoria that were mortared
together along with small brick fragments,
while the east section had only a rubble-filled
trench, which may have once been built up like
the west section, but with the upper material
since removed. The trench was 1.3 x .3 m and
was 100–150 mm deep.
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The bricks were a mixture of mostly plain and un-frogged bricks, though some
were glazed. Up to four courses of bricks remained, the first of which was laid
directly onto the soil. The two sections of the fireplace base were filled in with
a mixture of soil and brick and on the east side this contained a few small items
that may have been 19th century in origin. The centre, in between the chambers
on each side, had a soil fill with one course of bricks laid over the top. The mortar
remaining on the top of this had impressions of another course of bricks, and also
of what were probably thin bricks laid on their sides or some kind of thick tiling,
which had been removed. The chimney, or at least its base, may have been constructed from recycled bricks, giving rise
to the mixture of types of bricks used, and
then completed with large lumps of scoria,
mortared together with brick fragments.
Excavation of House Footprint
Foundation postholes
The majority of the features within the
house footprint were postholes for the house
foundation piles. Not all of these postholes
were fully excavated, though two or three
from each alignment and each phase of
the house construction were selected as a
sample. Figure 12 shows the piles and fea-

course 2
course 3
course 4
brick impression

8. Plan and profile
drawing of the brick
and stone fireplace
base belonging to the
Phase 1 section of the
cottage.
9. The remains of the
fireplace base, while
still in place before the
house was removed
from site.
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10. The west end of
the fireplace, with the
section made of scoria
lumps and fragmented
bricks .

11. Excavation area for
the house footprint.
Photo facing south.
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tures, coloured according to which phase they relate to, all
other features are either modern or of unknown phase.
There was little difference between the foundation postholes of Phase 1 and Phase S, they were fairly uniform in size
and shape, many were large (350 to 450 mm across, up to 600
mm deep), square or hexagonal in plan and filled with a mixed
grey-brown clayey soil and yellow-brown clay subsoil. Figure
13 shows a typical example, this one from Phase S (Feature
12). In most cases the postmould was clearly identifiable, often
with the remains of the original rotted posts within them.
Samples of four posts were analysed by Dr Rod Wallace of
the University of Auckland. It was evident during excavation
that many of them were probably puriri (Vitex lucens) as they
appeared to be full of worm holes from the puriri moth caterpillar (Aenetus virescens). Three of the samples (from Phase
1 (Feature 7), Phase S (Feature 24) and the verandah on the
west of the house (Feature 145)) were confirmed to be puriri,
while a second post from beneath Phase S (Feature 80) was
rimu (Dacrydium cupressinum). This was from a large posthole
that did not match any of the other alignments of foundations
under Phase S and may have been a post that was added for
repiling or additional support at a later date.
Phase 2A pile holes were also similar to those of Phases 1
and S, and a small alignment of these (Features 53, 55 and57)
marked the division between Phase 2A and Phase 2B. There was an irregular scatter of postholes under Phase 2B, which had more concrete block piles for support
than wooden piles. Blocks supported the southern side of the Phase 2B portion of
the house. This was also the case with the northern edge of the Phase S section,
which did not have postholes, only a series of concrete blocks. It is curious that
postholes were dug for piles to support the central bearer of the Phase S building,
but not its northern side. Very few items were recovered from any of the postholes,
even those of the later phases of the house, indicating that there was little material
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13 (left). Feature 12, a
typical pile posthole
from Phase S.
14 (right). Earth
mounded around
foundation postholes
at the southern end of
the Phase 1 section of
the building .

refuse lying around at the time they were fi lled in. The southern end of the Phase 1
section of the house was clearly distinguished from the Phase 2B addition, as earth
had been mounded up around the southernmost Phase 1 foundation postholes
(Figure 14).
Other features
Feature 107 was a large (1.7 x 1.6 m x .65 m deep) bowl-shaped feature fi lled with
mixed brown soil with charcoal flecks and burnt orange soil (visible in the right
side of Figure 11). There was root-trace and evidence of burning in the sides and the
base. This was probably created by the roots of a tree and the tree or the stump was
probably burnt. It is possible that the tree may have been standing during Phase 1;
if so it would have been right next to the north wall with its roots extending under
the house. It seems more likely that the tree was felled and the stump burnt when
clearing the house platform. The feature clearly predated Phase S.
Four features were found underneath the Phase 2A portion of the house which
probably related to Phase 1. Features 72 and 73 were both square, straight-sided,
flat-based postholes. They had similar dimensions and fill and neither had a post
or postmould in them. They appear to be contemporary and both were cut into
Feature 15 underneath Phase 2A.
Feature 77 (Figure 15) was a round, deep, straight-sided feature with a flat base.
It measured 380 mm in diameter by 1.1 m deep. It was well-formed and regular,
with some spade marks visible in the walls. The upper 300 mm of fill contained a
few undiagnostic bottle glass fragments and modern foil and paint tin fragments.
These fragments sat in the very top of the fill but there was nothing else in the
remaining fill, which was a water-logged grey-brown soil. It may have been related
to drainage, such as a sump or it may have been a long-drop toilet, though the fi ll
at the base did not have a particularly organic appearance and a 380 mm diameter
is rather small. It is very close to the house, located under Phase 2A, and probably
created when only Phase 1 of the house was standing. It would have been right next
to the south wall of the cottage at that time, closer than might be expected for a
long-drop.
A wide, shallow, linear feature, Feature 78, ran along the outer (west) edge of
the alignment of Phase 1 postholes that mark the southern end of the original
western wall of the Phase 1 house. It was 1900 x 170 mm by 30 mm deep, filled
with a grey brown soil. It contained some fragments from ring-seal glass bottles,
which were considered some of the only possible 19th century glassware from the
underfloor context. Its purpose is unknown but it could have been created during
construction of Phase 1, as it had been cut by the posthole for one of the founda-
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tions of this wall (Feature 51) though its relationship to the others was unclear. With such a shallow depth it may be that it was only a drip line
but this is unlikely as it was cut by a foundation
posthole and would imply that the Phase 1 house
had no eaves. Feature 88 was a very similar feature that ran east west along the southern end of
Phase 2A, though it was slightly curved and even
shallower, at a maximum of 20 mm. It was filled
with mottled, mixed subsoil and topsoil, despite
the fact that it was not cut into the subsoil. It may
have been a depression that was filled in when
the adjacent postholes (Features 86 and 58) were
created. Since its fill was indistinguishable from
theirs, their sequence was not clear. Again, this
may be a dripline or small drain, or simply an impression left in the ground. Its
alignment with the south wall of Phase 2A, and location under Phase 2B, could
indicate that some time elapsed between the building of Phases 2A and 2B.
Feature 81, a small, shallow pit (800 x 700 mm x 250 mm deep), was located
under the Phase 2B house. It was a pit of unknown purpose with only clean, clay
fill and no artefacts. It may have been used for burying organic refuse that did not
preserve. This could have been created during Phase 1 or Phase 2A of the building’s
development.
These were the only features found to predate any parts of the house structure.
Generally the in-ground archaeology reflected the standing structure well, and did
not reveal additional phases of the house or other preexisting structures beyond
whatever the postholes of Features 72 and 73 supported.
Excavation of Yard Area
The area surrounding the house was stripped of topsoil so that it could be investigated for further features and evidence of activity relating to the house. There was
generally a deep topsoil across the yard area, up to 50 mm in north east quadrant
of the site.
North of house
This area contained a concrete septic tank, modern drainage trenches and one
20th century rubbish deposit. To the northeast, there was a cluster of postholes.
These appeared to roughly form two alignments: one running north east to south
west (Features 120, 122–127 and 132) and one running north west to south east
(Features 174, 114, 116 and 128). One of these (Feature 129) was a small rubbish
pit containing items dating to the mid 20th century, such as an aerosol can and
Disprin bottle and several others contained small fragments of 20th century glass
or plastic items. Another large but shallow feature near this cluster (Feature 131)
was a shallow rectangular pit, approximately 70 mm deep, which contained stainless steel and ceramic pipe fragments. None of the activity in this cluster showed
clear evidence of relating to the 19th century occupation of the house and most of
it was clearly 20th century.
East of house
The area directly to the east of the house had had a large concrete pad laid down
abutting the building. When this was lifted another, very cracked and broken, area
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16. Feature 109, a path
or edging made up of
concrete, bricks and
scoria blocks.
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of degraded concrete was found under part of it, which the large slab was presumably intended to replace. Underneath both layers of concrete was a rubble layer containing small pieces of fibrolite, sandy aggregate and patches of brick rubble, which
had been used to make up part of the base to pour the concrete onto. Beneath this
were three close alignments of postholes that most likely represent the foundations of a verandah to the house. The alignments spanned the Phases 1, 2A and
2B sections of the east face of the house and therefore post-dates Phase 2B or was
contemporaneous with it.
These postholes were fairly uniform, generally 350 to 450 mm across and 200
to 400 mm deep and filled with mixed yellow clay and grey-brown soil. Many had
square postmoulds, some containing remains of the wooden posts one of which
was puriri (see above) demonstrating continued use of this material into Phase 2B.
Very few artefacts were recovered from this series of postholes, but one portion of
glass jar and a fragment of a plain cup, both found in the postmould of Feature 147,
dated to the early 20th century. It is possible that they were incorporated into the
fill of the postmould when or if the post was removed, since no wood remains were
noted in this postmould.
South east
To the southeast of the house were the
remains of a brick and concrete path or
garden edging (Feature 109). This would
probably have continued to the south originally, but had been truncated by contouring in the past for the car park/storage
area of the temple grounds. Once this was
excavated, it was found that it sat on a base
course of modern rubble containing plastic and other modern items. A trench dug
through this layer uncovered two postholes
cut into the natural subsoil beneath the base
course layer (Features 135 and 136). One of
these (Feature 135) contained modern glass
and plastic, showing that the posthole, base
course and path were all modern features.
Material Culture
Jaden Harris
Only a small assemblage of material culture was recovered during the excavation.
In the footprint of the house a few fragments of glass and ceramic were found, but
there was no underfloor deposit as such, with most of the artefacts associated with
later disturbance. Activities which may have led to material being deposited under
the house include the demolition of the fireplace, re-piling, installation of utilities
and animal disturbance. Outside of the house no 19th century rubbish pits were
found and most surfaces and fill layers also clearly post-dated 1900. Samples of
material from all features (apart from obviously late 20th century modern ones)
were retained and catalogued.
Analysis revealed that there was only a very small poportion of material that
directly related to the pre-1900 phases of the house, and not enough to say anything
meaningful about the household during this period. One of the few securely dated
artefacts from under the house was a red edgebanded saucer found among hard
fill and rubble around the fireplace. The saucer is backmarked with an impressed
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George Jones and Sons mark dating c. 1874–1891 (Godden 1991: 359). Although
the saucer was most likely made prior to 1891, it could have been deposited at anytime after this date. Other ceramics with a similar manufacturing date include a
fragment of blue transfer printed Asiatic Pheasants plate, and a fragment of green
transfer printed cup in the unidentified pattern UC 103. This pattern has been previously recorded from the Wanganui Hotel site, Wanganui, excavated as part of the
UCOL development (Campbell et al. 2009). The only possible 19th century glassware from the underfloor context were fragments from ‘ring-seal’ champagne and
cognac style bottles. Two fragments of slate pencil and three fragments of writing
slate could also date from the late 19th century.
The majority of the material from under the house clearly dated to the 20th century. Included among this were fragments from Brown Barrett and Co ‘Essence of
Coffee and Chicory’ bottles. The remains of at least two or three bottles were noted,
with all being machine-made screwtop bottles in clear glass dating to the late 1920s
at the earliest. Much later bottle glass and modern plastic were also noted.
The only other context where potentially 19th century material was recovered
was from a test trench dug on the south side of the house. The trench extended
from the edge of the house footprint and across the narrow strip of undisturbed
land alongside the house. No rubbish pits or other features were found but several
pieces of ceramic and other artefacts were recovered from the base of the topsoil. Among these were several transfer printed sherds, including fragments in the
Asiatic Pheasants, Cable and Fibre patterns. These patterns are commonly found
in late 19th century historic contexts in New Zealand. One other datable artefact
was a brass cap from a shotgun cartridge stamped ‘U.M.C Co/No 12/NEW CLUB’.
The Union Metallic Company was in business from 1867-1911 (members.shaw.ca/
cartridge-corner/shotgun.htm).
Most other fill layers and features investigated outside of the house appear
to date much later. On the north side of the house were several modern drains
and service trenches, one of which had rubbish deposited into the top of the fi ll.
The deposit included reproduction Willow pattern cups, but also a 1963 Grey and
Menzies softdrink bottle, so was not further analysed. Another small rubbish pit
on the south side of the house had a Grey and Menzies bottle of similar vintage
and was likewise not analysed. A series of postholes and small pits in the northeast
quadrant of the site also seemed to date more towards the middle of the 20th century. For example Feature 129 contained an aerosol can, a Disprin bottle and other
rubbish that cannot have been deposited before 1950.
Underneath the concrete at the back of the house material from fill layers and
postholes again indicated 20th rather than 19th century activity. From a series of
postholes from an earlier verandah, few artefacts were recovered and a portion of
glass jar rim from Feature 147 dates to the early 20th century.
Of the coins found, the earliest is a 1943 penny. Eleven glass marbles were recovered from across the site and indicate that children were present in the household
at various stages, but again these derive mainly from 20th century contexts and
fill layers.
Discussion and conclusion
Until recently there had been relatively little archaeological study of rural historic
domestic sites in New Zealand. There is now a gradually increasing number of
reports from commercial excavations, including rural sites in the Auckland region
– for example, Westney and Scott Houses in Mangere (Campbell and Furey 2007;
Furey 2011) and the Butler-Stoney homestead in Silverdale (Harris and Campbell
2011) - and others from further around the country (e.g., Athenree, Hudson 2008;
Bell Block, Adamson and Bader 2008). Key themes of some of the studies of his-
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17. Ceramics from the underfloor context: a, George Jones and Sons edgebanded saucer; b, edgebanded plate; c, gilt
edgebanded saucer; d, transfer printed jug; e, Asiatic Pheasants plate; f, transfer printed plate; g, ‘UC 103’ cup.
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18. Transfer printed ceramics from the south test trench: a, Asiatic Pheasants plate; b, transfer printed plate; c-e, transfer printed cup; f, transfer printed plate; g, Cable plate; g, Fibre saucer.
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20. Slate pencil and
writing slate fragments
from the underfloor
context.
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toric colonial houses include social history, use of domestic and agricultural space,
household cycles, economic cycles and identity; while the archaeology of specific
structures can add to the understanding of construction methods, technology, use
of materials and the development of the buildings over time.
It had been expected at the Stancombe Road Cottage that the underfloor space
would contain deposits of household refuse – such as ceramics, glass and other
domestic material – that could give an insight into phasing of the building, occupation, economy or individual inhabitants of Stancombe Road cottage. Such was
the case at Westney House (Campbell and Furey 2007) and Scott House (Furey
2011). In both of those cases the building alterations related to historically known
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developments in the family living arrangements, such as births of children or marriages, and in both cases the dates of the underfloor deposits were informative on
the phasing of the building. At Westney House in particular, the underfloor deposits illustrated the influence of particular individuals as new marriages appeared
to coincide with changes in underfloor deposits of tableware. Unfortunately this
was not the case with the underfloor archaeology of the Stancombe Road Cottage,
where the underfloor space does not appear to have been a preferred or accessible place to dispose of refuse, or a place where much material could inadvertently
accumulate. There was very little material culture under the house at all, and of
what was found, much was 20th century or undatable. Only very few items could
be securely dated to the 19th century, or were considered potentially 19th century
material, giving very little insight into the activities or occupants of the house.
While the Westney house underfloor material reflected the growing and changing Westney family, the builders and earliest occupants of the Stancombe Road
Cottage remain largely invisible in the archaeology and little can be added to the
story of John Stancombe, his wife and their children.
Regarding structural evidence, the in-ground archaeology beneath the house
reflected the built structure and showed that there had been no previous building or phases of additions directly within the footprint of the structure and the
findings did not contradict the conclusions of the heritage analysis of the building
for the Conservation Plan. Excavation did reveal however, three parallel rows of
postholes that showed there had been a previous structure on the east side of the
building, most probably a verandah attaching to the Phase 1 and 2 sections of this
face of the house. This structure had since been removed and covered by layers of
concrete onto which modern lean-to additions and a toilet were built.
There was surprisingly little evidence of pre-1900 activity under the house and
in the surrounding area. It was expected that there may be rubbish pits containing domestic refuse that could be informative about individuals or the economy
of the household, or there could be paths, fencelines, remnants of ditch and bank
fences or other structural remains that could give insight into the use of space and
agricultural activities. Likewise it was expected that the house would have been
serviced by a well and some form of latrine. It appears that any paths that may have
existed have been removed or destroyed – for example by the creation of the concrete pad to the west of the house – and that any outbuildings and well were located
further from the house, and have likely been destroyed or modified by development of the temple complex or surrounding properties. An aerial image taken in
2005 shows the cottage, which appears to have been cordoned off as development
of the temple is completed (Figure 22). The barrier around the cottage is very close
to the house, suggesting that much of the ground surface around the house has
been subject to modification.
The lack of rubbish pits does not seem to be uncommon however, judging by
the lack of such features at some other rural historic houses. While the disposal
of rubbish in pits in domestic yard spaces may have been common in urban historic dwellings, such as at the urban domestic sites investigated at Pipitea Street
(Campbell 2009) or Tonks Ave in Wellington (Furey 2010) rural dwellings seem
not to have had the same pressure on space to require the burial of rubbish close to
the house – rubbish may have been removed further from the house or been more
scattered. Rubbish pits were scarce at both the Westney and Scott homesteads.
No 19th century rubbish pits were found in excavation areas behind the Athenree
homestead, and it was suggested that, if such features existed, they were located
further from the house (Hudson 2008).
It is not known who built the first phase of the Stancombe Road Cottage,
but they began with a small building. When the newly married John and Ellen
Stancombe bought it and moved in they added to and enlarged the house, pos-
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22. An aerial of the site
with a barrier erected
closely around the
cottage. Google Earth,
dated 17/3/2005.

23. The restored
Stancombe cottage,
now located on
Murphy’s Road.

sibly in preparation for, or due to pressure
from, a growing family, and also purchased
surrounding lots to increase the size of the
property. They made use of the existing
local school building and it was presumably
they who built at the east and southern ends
of the house with the Phase 2 structures,
and probably also the later verandah on the
east side of the house.
Unfortunately, development of the
wider area surrounding the house which
would have held evidence of other farm
buildings and services, means that insight
into the wider farm space is no longer available archaeologically. Three sites in the near
vicinity of the Stancombe Road Cottage
have been reported to have remnants of
ditch and bank or ditch and hedge fences, which was a common method of dividing pastures and containing stock before wide availability of wire for fencing.
This was quite likely the method of dividing agricultural space on the Stancombe
property, but these are unlikely to remain, due to development of the surrounding
properties.
The Stancombe Road Cottage has now been relocated to Murphy’s Road,
approximately 1.5 km to the south east of its original site, where it has been restored
(Figure 23). It is located near to the Flat Bush School, the building from which the
northern section of the cottage originated before it was moved to be added to the
house. Together with St Paul’s Anglican Church on Chapel Road and the cemetery of the old Methodist Church, where the Stancombes are buried, these historic places are lasting remnants of the colonial community that began European
occupation of Flat Bush in the 19th century, at a time when it was a vastly different
environment to the highly developed residential zone now established there.
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