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ABSTRACT 

On 22 February 2011, Ōtautahi Christchurch was struck by a devastating earthquake. The city was 

changed forever: lives were lost, buildings destroyed and much of the city’s infrastructure needed to 

be repaired or replaced. One of the unexpected outcomes of the process of recovery was the volume 

of archaeological work that was carried out in the city, including the substantial amount of buildings 

archaeology that was undertaken (that is, recording standing buildings prior to and during their 

demolition, using archaeological techniques). Amongst the numerous buildings recorded in this way 

were 101 houses from across the city (but concentrated in those areas hit hardest by the earthquakes), 

built between 1850 and 1900. This work yielded a wealth of data about what houses in the city looked 

like in the nineteenth century. It is this data that forms the core of my thesis, providing an opportunity 

to examine the question of what life was like in nineteenth century Christchurch through these houses 

and the people who built them. 

 

Christchurch was founded in 1850 by European settlers, most of whom were English. These people 

came to New Zealand to build a better life for themselves and their families. For many of them, this 

‘better life’ included the possibility of owning their own home and, in some instances, building that 

house (or at least, commissioning its construction). The buildings archaeology data collected following 

the Canterbury earthquakes enabled a detailed analysis of what houses in the city looked like in the 

nineteenth century – their form, and both their external and internal appearance – and how this 

changed as the century progressed. A detailed examination of the lives of those who built 21 of the 

houses enabled me to understand why each house looked the way it did, and how the interplay of 

class, budget and family size and expectations (amongst other factors) shaped each house. It is 

through these life stories that more about life in Christchurch in the nineteenth century was revealed. 

These are stories of men and women, of success and failure, of businesses and bankruptcies. There 

are themes that run through the stories: class, appearances, death, religion, gender, improvement. 

Just as importantly, though, they reveal the everyday experiences of people as they set about building 

a new city. Thus, through the archaeology of the houses and the history of the people who built them, 

an earthquake has revealed more about life in nineteenth century Christchurch, as well as providing 

the means for a deeper understanding of the city’s domestic architecture. 
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1. HOPES AND DREAMS: WHAT THE CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKES 

REVEALED ABOUT BUILDING A HOUSE IN A NEW CITY 

 

Building a house is about hopes and dreams.  Those hopes and dreams may be strictly financial – that 

is, the hope to realise financial gain through its sale or rental – or they may be more emotional and 

complex in character: the family you will have, the life you will create, the place you will establish in 

the world, the person you will be when you live in this house. Moving to a new city – let alone a new 

country – is also about hopes and dreams, often the much simpler dream of a better life for you and 

your family. As James Belich has noted, “nobody came to New Zealand to be worse off.”1 For many of 

New Zealand’s nineteenth century settlers, a house of your own, that you owned rather than rented, 

was a key part of these dreams of a new life. A number of New Zealand historians have argued that 

prospect of building a house on a small plot of land was an important driver for nineteenth century 

migration to New Zealand.2 For these migrants, a home of one’s own represented independence, 

freedom, increased social status and a considerable improvement in their circumstances. It is 

important to note that these hopes and dreams were premised upon colonisation. They took no 

account of the Māori occupants of this land, and led to considerable pain, anguish and inequality for 

Māori, which is still felt today.  

 

This thesis was born of a desire to better understand why Christchurch’s nineteenth century houses 

looked the way they did, through the analysis of their archaeology and history. It was more than that, 

though: I wanted to understand the differences between them, why some people chose to build in 

one way and others in a completely different way. I have long been fascinated by old houses and, 

before commencing my thesis, I had spent several years watching the demolition of numerous 

nineteenth century houses as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes. The houses were, for the most 

 
1 James Belich, Making Peoples: A History of the New Zealanders: From Polynesian Settlement to the End of the 
Nineteenth Century (Auckland: Allen Lane, 1996), 21. 
2 Trevor Burnard, “An Artisanal Town - the Economic Sinews of Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, 
Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2000), 122. Miles Fairburn, The Ideal Society and Its Enemies: The Foundations of 
Modern New Zealand Society, 1850-1900 (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1989), 43-44. Gael Ferguson, 
Building the New Zealand Dream (Palmerston North: Dunmore Press with the assistance of the Historical 
Branch, Dept. of Internal Affairs, 1994), 27. Anna K. C. Petersen, New Zealanders at Home: A Cultural History of 
Domestic Interiors 1814-1914 (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2001), 33. Ben Schrader, The Big Smoke: 
New Zealand Cities, 1840-1920 (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2016), 98-100. Graeme Davison has made 
a similar argument for Australia’s nineteenth century English, Scottish and Irish setters. Graeme Davison, 
“Colonial Origins of the Australian Home,” in A History of European Housing in Australia, ed. Patrick Troy 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000). 
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part, very ordinary and yet they intrigued me, in part because so many of them seemed to be subtle 

variations on a theme. The people who built the houses fascinated me, too – these were probably 

people who had given up everything to travel to the other side of the world, knowing they were 

unlikely to see those they had left behind again, in the hope of something better. I wanted to use the 

data gained from the archaeological recording of these houses prior to and during their demolition 

and to dive deep into the lives of these people to better understand both the houses and people, and 

thus understand more about life in Christchurch in the nineteenth century. 

 

I saw the potential in this research, too, for the loss of so much to reveal something about the city, 

and for it to capture something of the story of these houses. And by ‘so much’, I mean people’s houses. 

As was abundantly clear in the media at the time and as we experienced when carrying out this 

archaeological work, people did not go easily from these houses (Figure 1-1). Fiona Farrell documents 

the sense of loss and frustration experienced by those who lived in houses that were demolished 

(many compulsorily) in her account of the politics of post-earthquake Christchurch, The Villa at the 

Edge of the Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City. 3 While she does not record her response to 

the loss of her own house in these circumstances, she does document her reaction when her family’s 

house caught fire:  

…I remember the sense of panic, the fear that everything could suddenly disappear, as my 

grandmother’s house had disappeared, bearing with it the tangible setting for all the stories, the 

prompt for their repeated retelling. Gone was the bedroom where our uncle had lain for months when 

he had polio. Gone was the kitchen where my mother’s sisters had cut off her plait. Gone was the smell 

that belongs to specific places. My grandmother’s house smelled of fresh milk, whereas our house 

smelled of coal fires and golden syrup pudding and my father’s pipe tobacco.4  

In this, Farrell captures how houses are not just physical spaces, they are the sites of memory, and of 

identity. They are stories writ large (or small) on the landscape. My research does not address the 

houses as they were in 2011, or retell the stories of those occupants; instead, it is about the origin 

stories of these houses. These are stories that would not have been revealed without the devastation 

wrought by the earthquakes (not to mention the politics of the day), and it is the scale of this 

destruction that has made my research possible. In this way, a disaster has exposed the past. 

 

 
3 Farrell, Fiona. The Villa at the Edge of the Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City (Auckland: Vintage, 
2015), 180-191. 
4 This fire was not earthquake related. Ibid., 171. 
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Figure 1-1. A house in the Avon loop, carefully ‘graffitied’ by its owner with Dennis Glover’s The Magpies. On 

the front of the house was Shelley’s Ozymandias, along with the words “All creations can fall apart and 

crumble … but poetry remains until the end of time.” Source: F. Bradley, Underground Overground 

Archaeology. 
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This research is about the intersection between people and space – domestic spaces, in particular. It 

draws on this intersection, or relationship, to answer the question: what can these houses tell us about 

life in nineteenth century Christchurch? In answering this question, I have used the disciplines of 

historical archaeology, history and architectural history. Understanding the intersection between a 

family and their house not only enables a better understanding of that house and those people, it also 

contributes to a deeper knowledge of the domestic architecture and people of the city as a whole. In 

this way, the houses inform us about life in nineteenth century Christchurch. The houses on their own 

provide some details about life in the city – about what sort of houses were built in different streets 

and suburbs, and consequently about the character and relative wealth of different areas. They 

provide information about what normal living conditions were, about the size of houses and 

properties and the types of houses people liked to build, and how this changed with time. It is only by 

putting people inside the houses, however, that you can hope to truly understand how these houses 

worked: how the space inside them was used, what daily life looked like, why people built that 

particular house in that particular place and how the house fitted into their hopes and dreams. It is 

impossible to understand the house properly without knowing the people who built it – not just 

knowing their names, but knowing the trajectory of their lives, where they were born, how many 

children they had, their occupation(s), the decisions they made, the disasters that befell them, the 

opportunities that arose. In other words, their story as a whole. By placing the house in this context, 

this thesis reveals more about the people who built the house. The relationship between the physical 

and social fabric is a symbiotic one, each enhancing the other. 

 

I have analysed 101 houses that were demolished as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes, and 

sought to recover, for a number of them, the lives of those who built them. Many of these houses 

were in streets or neighbourhoods that have also been demolished. These post-earthquake 

demolitions removed all traces of the houses from the city, destroying the physical fabric that 

embodied the aspirations of their builders. In many instances, this also destroyed all tangible evidence 

of these people’s lives in the city. My research into these houses and the lives of these builders has 

thus also preserved something of their contribution to the city. There is a poignancy in this. For the 

most part, these are stories that are otherwise unlikely to have been documented – these are not, in 

general, the stories of notable people (with the exception of some of those in Chapters 3 and 6). 

 

This thesis is a glimpse into life in the nineteenth century city. Because it is a sample, it cannot cover 

every aspect, and there are notable absences. These include homeless people and those who could 
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only ever rent. There is also a lack of ethnic diversity. The stories recounted here are the stories of 

those who could afford (and chose) to build and thus reflect a certain subset of nineteenth century 

Christchurch’s population.5 In particular, none of the 101 houses were built by Māori. The number of 

Māori living in the city in the nineteenth century is not known but is likely to have been low.6 Even 

prior to European arrival, the main centres of Māori occupation were outside what would become 

Christchurch. Māori had certainly travelled through the area prior to this, harvested resources, and 

camped there, and continued to do so after European arrival, until such traditional lifeways became 

impossible to maintain in the face of increasing Pākehā settlement. Māori did, however, help a 

number of the early European migrants build their first rudimentary houses in Christchurch, prior to 

the establishment of a building industry.7 Other groups that are not well represented in my sample 

are those born in places other than the United Kingdom and Ireland, and women. It is not so much 

that women are not well represented (seeing as, if the landowner was married when the house was 

built, I have assumed husband and wife were equally responsible for and involved in its construction), 

it is more the case that there is little information available about the lives of these women, even when 

they were landowners. This was particularly frustrating in light of Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen’s 

observation that “because of a woman's domestic responsibilities, the occupation or ownership of a 

certain kind of house may have been a marker of class status in a different way for women than for 

men.”8 Erik Olssen has also suggested that a woman might have viewed owning a home of her own 

quite differently from a man.9 Analysing these observations was not possible due to the lack of 

information available about the women in my sample. 

 

1.1. The earthquake context 

On 4 September 2010, the city of Christchurch was struck by a powerful earthquake. Measuring 7.1 

on the Richter scale, this was centred on the Greendale fault, to the southwest of the city. No lives 

 
5 Home ownership rates were not captured as part of the census until 1916. Some indication of the percentage 
of home owners can be gained from my research (two-thirds of the houses for which the tenure could be 
determined with certainty were built by owner-occupiers). Lyndon Fraser found slightly lower but still 
relatively high rates of home ownership amongst Irish migrants in 1882. Lyndon Fraser, To Tara Via Holyhead: 
Irish Catholic Immigrants in Nineteenth-Century Christchurch (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1997), 130. 
6 The city’s Māori population between 1850 and 1900 is impossible to document with any degree of accuracy, 
due to the way in which the census recorded the Māori population. The census recorded the Māori population 
in relation to the island they lived on, iwi or county (Christchurch was not a county). 
7 C. L. Innes, Canterbury Sketches, or, Life from the Early Days (facsim. ed., Christchurch: Kiwi Publishers, 1995), 
11. 
8 Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen, “To and From, There and Back: Gender in Spatial Mobility,” in Sites of 
Gender: Women, Men and Modernity in Southern Dunedin, 1880-1939, ed. Barbara Brookes, Annabel Cooper 
and Robin Law (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2003), 239. 
9 Erik Olssen, Building the New World: Work, Politics and Society in Caversham 1880s-1920s (Auckland: 
Auckland University Press, 1995), 75. 
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were lost as a result of this earthquake, but a significant number of buildings were damaged. It also 

precipitated a sequence of aftershocks that would last years. The worst of these struck on 21 February 

2011, devastating the heart of the city and killing 185 people. The extensive damage caused by this 

aftershock (which measured 6.3 on the Richter scale) was due to the shallowness of the epicentre and 

the nature of the local geology. As Katie Pickles has outlined, these events were a decisive rupture in 

the city’s history.10 

 

It is surprisingly difficult to find the number of buildings that were demolished in Christchurch 

following the earthquakes. One website boldly asserts that approximately 100,000 houses had to be 

demolished (an exaggeration, surely, given that the city’s population at the time was about 360,00011), 

and that 1240 buildings within the central city were demolished between 2010 and February 2016.12 

The figure of 1000 buildings demolished in the central city seems reasonably accurate, being 

supported by the report from Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission, but the number of houses 

demolished is much harder to pin down.13 Fiona Farrell records that 8573 houses were demolished 

because they were ‘red-zoned’ (that is, they were classified as being in the residential red zone, 

because the land they were on was deemed unsafe or was too expensive to repair) and 25,000 houses 

were so badly damaged that they needed to be demolished, or required major repairs.14 She does not 

note whether or not there was any overlap between these two numbers (and, in theory, there would 

have been considerable overlap between the two groups), nor whether the latter group includes 

houses in towns like Lyttelton, Kaiapoi and Akaroa, all of which saw earthquake-related demolitions. 

The red-zone houses were concentrated along the banks of the Ōtākaro Avon River, extending from 

the northeast corner of the central city to the sea, with other clusters on and below the Port Hills in 

Sumner and Redcliffs (Figure 1-2). The other houses that were demolished were scattered throughout 

the city, and their demolition was brought about not by the extent of damage in and of itself, but by 

the cost of repairing that damage in relation to the insurance policy that covered that particular house. 

This was not a straightforward process. Not only did the earthquakes damage or destroy thousands of 

 
10 Katie Pickles, Christchurch Ruptures (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2016). 
11 “How Many People Live in Canterbury?” Environment Canterbury, accessed 24 February 2022, 
https://www.ecan.govt.nz/your-region/living-here/regional-leadership/population/census-estimates/.  
12 “Facts and Figures,” Quake Centre, University of Canterbury, accessed 31 August 2021, 
https://www.quakecentre.co.nz/news/facts-figures-__I.5857__N.112.  
13 “Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission Final Report Volume 1: Summary and Recommendations in 
Volumes 1-3, Seismicity, Soils and the Seismic Design of Buildings” (Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission, 
2012), 5. 
14 Fiona Farrell, The Villa at the Edge of the Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City (Auckland: Vintage, 
2015), 71. 

https://www.ecan.govt.nz/your-region/living-here/regional-leadership/population/census-estimates/
https://www.quakecentre.co.nz/news/facts-figures-__I.5857__N.112
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buildings, they also caused extensive damage to the city’s roads, bridges and pipe network (primarily 

storm and wastewater). 

 

  

Figure 1-2. Christchurch, showing the residential red zone, in blue. Source: Canterbury Regional Council, “CERA 

Red Zoned Land as shown in the Land Use Recovery Plan,” Canterbury Maps Open Data, accessed 15 

December 2021, 

https://opendata.canterburymaps.govt.nz/datasets/894ed05bbc3745c0bc2dbed6382b9b58/explore?locatio

n=-43.541541%2C172.693857%2C11.00. 

 

The demolition, repair and rebuilding of many of the city’s buildings and much of its horizontal 

infrastructure precipitated an unprecedented amount of archaeological work in the city. All 

archaeological sites in Aotearoa New Zealand that were formed prior to 1900, whether recorded or 

not, are protected by legislation.15 This legislation requires that an archaeological authority must be 

obtained from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga before an archaeological site can be destroyed, 

damaged or modified. An archaeological authority is issued with a range of conditions that outline 

how the site must be investigated before any work takes place on it. These legislative protections 

apply not just to ‘traditional’ below ground archaeology, but also to structures above ground, such as 

 
15 At the time the earthquakes struck, this was the Historic Places Act 1993. In 2014 it was replaced with the 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act. Archaeological sites are protected regardless of whether or not 
they have been recorded and the onus is on the property developer to prove whether or not an archaeological 
site will be affected by the proposed works before such works commence. If an archaeological site is 
destroyed, damaged or modified without the necessary permissions in place, the person responsible for this 
damage can be prosecuted. 

https://opendata.canterburymaps.govt.nz/datasets/894ed05bbc3745c0bc2dbed6382b9b58/explore?location=-43.541541%2C172.693857%2C11.00
https://opendata.canterburymaps.govt.nz/datasets/894ed05bbc3745c0bc2dbed6382b9b58/explore?location=-43.541541%2C172.693857%2C11.00
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bridges and buildings. As much of Christchurch was occupied prior to 1900, by both Māori and Pākehā, 

and many pre-1900 buildings remained standing in the city (and those in the central city were 

particularly hard hit by the earthquakes), the volume of archaeological work required following the 

earthquakes was substantial, with thousands of new archaeological sites recorded as a result of this 

work – nearly 4000 archaeological authorities were issued for earthquake work up to 2018.16 The 

majority of this work was carried out by the archaeological consultancy I owned at the time, 

Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd. Amongst the thousands of archaeological sites 

Underground Overground worked on, we recorded 101 pre-1900 Christchurch houses between 

February 2011 and June 2017 (when I sold the company). These 101 houses are the subject of my 

doctoral research. 

 

Unsurprisingly, the earthquakes have led to a huge body of earthquake-related research and writing. 

Whilst much of this has focused on engineering, geology and disaster management and recovery, 

these has also been a significant amount of fiction, poetry and memoir, as Christchurch’s residents 

have sought to grapple with the events of 2010, 2011 and the years that followed.17 The city’s history, 

too, has come under renewed analysis with Katie Pickles’s Christchurch Ruptures. Meanwhile, the 

public’s appetite for information about the city’s history (as much of the tangible evidence of this was 

being destroyed) is indicated by the success of two blogs, Discover the Delights of Peeling Back 

History18 and Christchurch Uncovered19 (the latter was established by Underground Overground 

Archaeology to share what we were learning about Christchurch’s past through its archaeology). The 

volume of archaeological work, too, means that mine is not the only research project to have drawn 

on this data.20 

 

 
16 Data supplied by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. 
17 An article by Phillip Matthews provides an excellent overview of literary output that has followed the 
earthquakes. Philip Matthews, “Sacred Turf,” Academy of New Zealand Literature, accessed 17 January 2022, 
https://www.anzliterature.com/feature/sacred-turf/.  
18 https://www.peelingbackhistory.co.nz/  
19 https://blog.underoverarch.co.nz/  
20 In addition to the theses and dissertations listed here, Jessie Garland is analysing issues of supply and 
consumption in nineteenth century Christchurch for her doctoral dissertation (at LaTrobe University) and Kirsa 
Webb is analysing the types of timber used in buildings in the city for her masters research (at the University of 
Otago). Jamie-Lee Hearfield, “Buildings Archaeology and Elite Housing in 19th Century Christchurch” (MA, 
University of Otago, 2018). Jeremy Moyle, “An Exploration of the EAMC Database: The Assessment of a 
Potential Tool for Developing the Practice of Historical Archaeology within New Zealand.” BA(Hons), University 
of Otago, 2012. Maeve Platts, “It’s Your Shout: A New Way of Measuring Use Wear on Glass Bottles.” MA, 
University of Otago, 2017. 

https://www.anzliterature.com/feature/sacred-turf/
https://www.peelingbackhistory.co.nz/
https://blog.underoverarch.co.nz/
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1.2. Ōtautahi Christchurch to c.1900 

Māori settlement and use of the area now known as Ōtautahi Christchurch began with the Waitaha 

settlement of Puāri on the banks of the Ōtākaro (Avon River). According to Kā Huru Manu (the Ngāi 

Tahu cultural mapping project), this was located in what is now the central city, in the general vicinity 

of the Canterbury Provincial Council buildings and Victoria Square. At the time, this area was an 

extensive wetland and the settlement was also a kāinga mahinga kai (food-gathering place).21 The 

abundance of food ensured that the area remained an important kāinga mahinga kai for Ngāi Tahu 

until Europeans began to settle the city. Other important sites of former Māori occupation within 

Ōtautahi Christchurch included a Ngāi Tahu kāinga mahinga kai and kāinga nohoanga (settlement) 

known as  Ōtautahi, located to the east of Puāri, in the vicinity of the modern Christchurch fire station 

on Kilmore Street. There was also a mahinga kai at the mouth of Ōtākaro, and there were many kāinga 

mahinga kai along its banks.22 The river and its tributaries were also used to navigate through the 

sizeable wetlands. The Ōpāwaho (Heathcote River) fulfilled a similar function, as both a source of food 

and a route through the wetlands. There was also a pā along this river, between the modern Judge 

Street and Vincent Place.23 The Ōtākaro and Ōpāwaho met the sea at an estuary, Te Ihutai, which was 

also an important mahinga kai and the site of several kāinga nohoanga, particularly on its southern 

edges, where considerable archaeological evidence of Māori occupation has been found in and around 

the caves at the base of the cliffs here (including Te Ana-o-Hineraki (Moa Bone Point Cave) and Moncks 

Cave) and along the flats of Te Raekura (Redcliffs). These kāinga nohoanga and kāinga mahinga kai 

were connected to each other and numerous other places across Te Wai Pounamu (the South Island) 

by a network of ara (trails) across both land and water.24 

 

Up until the 1830s, the Kaiapoi pā was the centre of Ngāi Tahu’s network of ara, kāinga nohoanga and 

kāinga mahinga kai. This was a fortified pā and a site of permanent occupation slightly to the north of 

Ōtautahi Christchurch. Following the sacking of the pā by Te Rauparaha and Ngāti Toa in the early 

1830s, its occupants scattered and new Ngāi Tahu centres developed further to the south.25 Pākehā 

explorers in the 1840s recorded few Māori living around Ōtautahi Christchurch in the early 1840s (and 

none in what would become the city), although Ngāi Tahu were still harvesting food in the area.26 The 

 
21 A kāinga mahinga kai is a village or settlement at a food-gathering place. 
22 A mahinga kai is a food-gathering place.  
23 Pā generally refers to a fortified village, but is also used to describe unfortified ones. 
24 Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, “Atlas – Cultural Mapping Project”, Ngāi Tahu Kā Huru Manu, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi 
Tahu, accessed 16 March 2021, https://www.kahurumanu.co.nz/atlas  
25 Te Marie Tau, “The Convention Centre Narrative,” (unpublished report, n.d.), 5-8. 
26 Te Maire Tau, “Ngāi Tahu - From ‘Better Be Dead and Out of the Way’ to ‘To Be Seen to Belong’,” in Southern 
Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. by John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall 
(Christchurch: Christchurch University Press, 2000), 223. 

https://www.kahurumanu.co.nz/atlas
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largest concentrations of Māori nearby were recorded on Horomaka (Banks Peninsula).27 It was at 

Ōnuku (near Akaroa on Horomaka) that a number of local chiefs signed Te Tiriti o Waitangi in 1840. 

Tuahiwi, to the north of Ōtautahi Christchurch, but slightly inland from the former Kaiapoi pā, would 

become an important location as the century progressed and Ngāi Tahu began the process of seeking 

justice for the loss of their lands, kāinga nohoanga and kāinga mahinga kai and the breaches of the 

terms of both Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the Kemp purchase (1848). This process began in the 1870s.28 

 

Europeans were first attracted to the area around Christchurch by its marine resources, namely the 

seals and whales found in and around Banks Peninsula. Following this, it was the land itself that drew 

the attention of would-be immigrants, such as the Deans brothers. This process was in part facilitated 

by the 1848 Kemp Purchase of approximately 13.5 million acres of land from Ngāi Tahu. One of the 

conditions of this purchase was that reserves were to be set aside for Ngāi Tahu, and schools and 

hospitals for the iwi were to be established. The latter did not happen and the reserves set aside were 

far too small for their purposes.29 It was this purchase that paved the way for both the formation of 

Christchurch, and for the devastation of the Ngāi Tahu way of life. 

 

The city of Christchurch was established by the Canterbury Association. The latter was formed by 

Edward Gibbon Wakefield and John Robert Godley under the aegis of the New Zealand Company to 

establish a Church of England settlement in the South Island of Aotearoa New Zealand. This was the 

last of the settlements in the country to be established along the principles developed by Wakefield 

and the one in which those principles reached their zenith. One of the most important of these 

principles was that of land being sold at a ‘sufficient price,’ in order to ensure class distinctions within 

the settlement. This sufficient price was to be such that less well-off immigrants were effectively 

priced out of the market, and that there was a profit from the sale of land that would be used to fund 

the establishment of the settlement and the passage of those who could not otherwise afford to 

immigrate (but would provide essential services for the new colony, such as labour).30 This, in turn, 

led to the distinction between ‘colonists’ (i.e. land purchasers) and ‘emigrants’ (those who did not 

 
27 The accuracy of these early European records is not clear – many Māori practiced a seasonal round of 
migration through the land, and thus may simply have been elsewhere when a European passed through. A 
number of Europeans recorded the presence of abandoned or deserted whare (houses). Atholl Anderson, The 
Welcome of Strangers: An Ethnohistory of Southern Maori A.D. 1650-1850 (Dunedin: Otago University Press in 
association with Dunedin City Council, 1998), 150-151. 
28 Tau, “The Convention Centre”, 9. 
29 Tau, “Ngāi Tahu,” 223. 
30 J. P. Morrison, The Evolution of a City: The Story of the Growth of the City and Suburbs of Christchurch, the 
Capital of Canterbury, in the Years from 1850 to 1903 (Christchurch: Christchurch City Council, 1948), 1-2. 
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purchase land, and whose passage to Ōtautahi Christchurch was funded by others).31 The surveyors, 

builders and labourers who were to carry out  critical work to pave the way for the new settlement – 

forming roads, constructing buildings and carrying out work on the new port – arrived at 

Whakaraupō/Lyttelton Harbour in 1849. The first of the paying immigrants arrived at the end of the 

following year. It had originally been intended that the main city would be at the head of the harbour, 

but the lack of flat land there – and the abundance of it on the other side of the Port Hills – meant that 

its location was quickly moved.32 

 

Edward Jollie surveyed the plan for the new city of Christchurch. At the heart of this was the area 

between the modern Salisbury, Barbadoes, St Asaph and Antigua streets, which was divided into 

quarter-acre town sections. Outside this were town reserves, which were not initially intended for 

sale, and beyond this was rural land, intended for farms. Until 1903, the official city of Christchurch 

was bounded by the four avenues: Bealey, Fitzgerald, Moorhouse and Deans. This area encompassed 

both town sections and town reserves. Under the association’s original terms of sale, the purchase of 

a 50-acre block of rural land entitled the purchaser to a section in the new city. It was not necessary, 

however, to purchase a rural section in order to purchase a town section. By the time the first migrants 

set sale for Ōtautahi Christchurch, 143 people had bought an option to select land in and around the 

new city, with 132 acres of town land purchased and 13,150 acres of rural land.33 Purchasers could 

not select their land until three months after the first official migrants arrived (in December 1850).34 

 

The early European arrivals found little in the way of housing to greet them. An immigration barracks 

had been constructed in Lyttelton, but space there was limited, as was the amount of time immigrants 

could stay.35 Thus, some of the first arrivals elected to remain onboard ship, while others constructed 

tents or other rudimentary shelter on the hills of Lyttelton. Local Māori traded with the newcomers, 

and assisted in the construction of shelter.36 It was only following the selection of lands in Christchurch 

that migrants began to move to the site of the new city. By 1862, there were buildings scattered across 

the city, with particular concentrations to the east of the Avon River, immediately north and south of 

Cathedral Square, and along High Street and what would become Victoria Street.37 Fifteen years later, 

 
31 L. C. Webb, “The Canterbury Association and Its Settlement,” in A History of Canterbury, ed. Sir J. Hight and C. 
R. Straubel (Christchurch: Canterbury Centennial Historical and Literary Committee, 1957), 173. 
32 Ibid., 120. 
33 Ibid., 168-169. 
34 Ibid., 177. 
35 Innes, Canterbury Sketches, 11. 
36 Ibid., 22. 
37 “Christchurch, Canterbury, New Zealand, 1862 [cartographic material],” ACR-3179, Christchurch City 
Libraries. 
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settlement had become much denser, but was still concentrated around the same areas and there 

was still plenty of bare land and a number of unoccupied sections.38 By 1877, the population of 

Christchurch, including the districts of Avon and Heathcote (which lay outside the boundaries of the 

then city), was just over 20,000.39 Beyond, early European settlement concentrated along the major 

transport routes and the rivers: at Heathcote (the plains end of the route over the Port Hills between 

Lyttelton and the city), Ferry Road, Linwood Road (which was at one stage planned to be a canal linking 

the estuary to the city), Lincoln Road, Marshlands Road, Main North Road and in Riccarton and 

Richmond. The construction of the railways in the 1860s and 1870s would further influence the 

pattern of the city’s development.40 

 

The Canterbury Association was disbanded in 1854 and replaced by the Canterbury Provincial Council. 

In 1862, the first municipal government was established: the Christchurch Municipal Council (later the 

Christchurch City Council). Areas outside the city boundaries (the four avenues) were governed by a 

combination of the provincial council (until the provincial system was abolished in 1876) and roads 

boards; further borough councils were formed as required. The Sydenham Borough Council was 

formed in 1877, the St Albans Borough Council in 1881 and the Linwood Borough Council in 1882.41 

These councils amalgamated with the city council in 1903.42 Other suburbs remained outside the city 

boundaries. 

 

Christchurch’s proximity to the port at Lyttelton and its position as the main city of the province of 

Canterbury, facilitated its economic, industrial and commercial growth. The city functioned as a 

service town for the surrounding countryside, supporting mills, wool scours, the manufacture of 

agricultural equipment and numerous stock and station agents. Numerous other industries developed 

in and around the immediate city, including iron foundries, brick making and carriage and cycle 

manufacturing. The development and location of these industries helped shape the city’s spatial 

development.43 

 

 
38 “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. 
Lambert, delt,” MapColl 834.4492a 1877 3158, Alexander Turnbull Library. 
39 Census of New Zealand, 1871. By 1901, the city’s population had more than doubled, to 46,000 (this total is 
for a slightly smaller area). Census of New Zealand, 1901. 
40 Morrison, The Evolution of a City, 15-19. 
41 Peter Perry, “A Geography of Governance,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 
1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury University Press, 2000), 279. 
42 Ibid. 
43 Morrison, The Evolution of a City, 84-85. 
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But who were the people who settled in Christchurch in the nineteenth century? While predominantly 

English, they were by no means exclusively so. The work of Keith Pickens indicates that slightly over 

50% of those who came to Canterbury were English.44 The next two biggest groups of migrants were 

from Scotland and Ireland, with much smaller numbers coming from Europe (Germany, Denmark, 

Norway, France and Sweden), Australia, Wales and elsewhere in New Zealand.45 In terms of their 

occupations, nearly half of those who received assisted passage to Canterbury recorded their 

occupation as agricultural (being farmers or farm labourers).46 As Jock Phillips and T. J. Hearn note, 

this designation needs to be treated with some caution, as this was the most highly sought after 

occupation by immigration agents.47 The next largest group of assisted migrants had pre-industrial 

occupations (defined by Phillip and Hearn as “people employed in traditional crafts that had not yet 

been brought into industrialised or factory modes of production”), and these were followed by 

labourers.48 Industrial (“those who worked in ‘new’ occupations created by economic and 

technological change”), white collar and other occupations made up much smaller proportions.49 By 

way of context, approximately three-quarters of the 20,000 immigrants who arrived in Canterbury 

between 1857 and 1868 were assisted migrants.50 Trevor Burnard and John Cookson both argue that 

the nature of Christchurch’s European settlers gave the city an ‘artisanal’ character, with Cookson 

arguing that this was distinctive to the city, and not shared to the same extent by Auckland or 

Wellington.51 Burnard outlines how the city was built by people who wanted “a comfortable suburban 

competency,” where a competency was “the independence guaranteed by ownership of property” 

and that this was what led people to buy land and build a house as soon as they could.52 There was, 

of course, a practical dimension to this: initially, at least, there was little in the way of rental housing.53 

Cookson’s argument that Christchurch differed from Auckland and Wellington is predicated on the 

supposition that Christchurch’s rates of home ownership were higher than in the other cities. While 

 
44 K. A. Pickens, “The Origins of the Population of Nineteenth Century Canterbury,” New Zealand Geographer 
33, no. 2 (1977): 70. 
45 Ibid., 70-72. 
46 Jock Phillips and T. J. Hearn, Settlers: New Zealand Immigrants from England, Ireland & Scotland, 1800-1945 
(Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2008), 88. 
47 Ibid., 89. 
48 Ibid., 81, 88. 
49 Ibid., 88. 
50 W. H. Scotter, “Canterbury, 1857-68: The Superintendencies of W. S. Moorhouse (1857-63; 1866-68) and 
Samuel Bealey (1863-66),” In A History of Canterbury, ed. W. J. Gardner (Christchurch: Canterbury Centennial 
Historical and Literary Committee, 1971), 271. 
51 Burnard, “An Artisanal Town.” John Cookson, “Towards a City Biography,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: 
Towards a City Biography, 1850-2000, ed. by John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury 
University Press, 2000), 359. 
52 Burnard, “An Artisanal Town,” 115, 121. 
53 There is no information available to indicate when new settlers could have arrived in Christchurch with the 
expectation that they could quickly and easily rent a house. 
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this was true in the early twentieth century, the census did not collect this data until 1916 and thus 

there is no information about nineteenth century rates of home ownership in New Zealand.54  

 

1.3. The dream of home ownership 

As noted at the outset, a number of New Zealand historians have made the argument that home 

ownership was an ambition held by many of New Zealand’s nineteenth century settlers. In fact, they 

have argued not just that it was an ambition of these settlers, but that it was a key motivation in their 

decision to leave Britain for New Zealand.55  The work of John Darwin and Graeme Davison indicates 

that this desire was by no means unique to those settlers who came to New Zealand, but was a general 

theme in the settlement of British colonies by British settlers.56 Many of these settlers would have 

struggled to buy a house in Britain: Graeme Davison estimates that, in England, about 10% of houses 

in cities were occupied by their owners (most of whom were no doubt from the upper classes), the 

rest being rental properties. For the biggest cities, such as Birmingham and London, he estimates than 

only 1-2% of houses were owner-occupied, and he argues that rates of home ownership were 

particularly low in Scotland. In terms of rural England, there were pockets where home ownership was 

relatively high, such as amongst the miners of West Cornwall.57 But for most, home ownership was a 

remote possibility. 

 

Home – or property – ownership was, of course, critical in Britain because it was directly connected 

with the right (of men) to vote, and thus with having a voice in the political system. As such, Davison 

asserts that property ownership was an important ambition of working class men, regardless of their 

political beliefs.  Property was also a form of financial security, as an asset that could be sold, or left 

to provide for the deceased’s family (by the same token, it was also a potential financial liability). 

Property ownership, too, was associated with social status in Britain, and thus ownership of one’s own 

home increased one’s social status and, concomitantly, one’s self-regard. Because of the association 

between property ownership and male suffrage, Davison argues that working class home ownership 

was seen by some as a threat to the power of the land-owning classes. Davison also makes the 

important point that property ownership was an inherently working class dream, not just an idea with 

 
54 Schrader, The Big Smoke, 97-98. 
55 Burnard, “An Artisanal Town,“ 121. Erik Olssen and Maureen Hickey, Class and Occupation: The New Zealand 
Reality (Dunedin: Otago University Press, 2005), 139. Schrader, The Big Smoke, 98. 
56 Darwin’s work is outlined in Schrader, The Big Smoke, 126. Davison, “Colonial Origins of the Australian 
Home,” 9-11. 
57 Davison, “Colonial Origins of the Australian Home,” 12, 14, 16. 
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its roots in middle class ideals.58 The perceived threat of working class property ownership to the elite 

is likely to have been one of the factors that underlay the Canterbury Association’s decision to price 

the less well-off out of the property market through their sufficient price model (a model that quickly 

fell by the wayside). John Robert Godley, after all, once stated: 

the age of equality is coming upon us, and our business is not so much to struggle against it, with a view 

to repulse it altogether, as to retard its progress and modify its effects…no man can look upon the state 

of our working classes; their ignorance in all which is important for them to know, the immense space 

which divides them in habits, tastes, pursuits, and feelings, from the rich; above all the widespread 

indifference to religious obligations, without trembling at the thought of their speedily acquiring 

political power.59 

 

The dream of home ownership was a specific one, entailing not just owning a house, but owning a 

detached house, on its own parcel of land (which could be used as the owners wished) and housing 

just the one family unit. While some historians (notably Erik Olssen and his collaborators) have argued 

that this dream was inherently rural in character, Ben Schrader presents a convincing argument to the 

contrary.60 Schrader argues that much of New Zealand’s nineteenth century settlement was driven by 

city-dwellers who, in turn, wanted to live in the city. In other words, the country’s European 

settlement was urban from the outset, not rural, as has often been argued.61 And thus, the dream of 

a free-standing house on its own section could be attributed more to the suburban villa ideal, than 

seeking a rural paradise. Although Schrader suggests that the villa ideal drew on the homes of the 

elite, it is clear that, by the time of New Zealand’s European settlement, this ideal was also widespread 

among England’s middle classes.62 The land that the house stood on was important, providing the 

occupants with privacy from the adjacent sections, along with the opportunity to support themselves 

through growing fruit and vegetables, keeping chickens and possibly even a cow, should the section 

be large enough. This was the independency or competency many sought. While few settlers are likely 

to have aspired to be completely self-sufficient, a section that could provide fresh produce was a 

useful way to supplement the household income (particularly if there was sufficient produce to sell or 

trade), and could provide additional security in difficult economic times.63 

 

 
58 Ibid., 9-11. 
59 Quoted in Jim McAloon “Radical Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 
1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury University Press, 2000), 162. 
60 Erik Olssen, Clyde Griffen, and Frank Jones, An Accidental Utopia? Social Mobility and the Foundations of an 
Egalitarian Society, 1880-1940 (Dunedin: Otago University Press, 2011), 253. Schrader, The Big Smoke, 96. 
61 Schrader, The Big Smoke, 14. 
62 Graeme Davison, “The Suburban Idea and Its Enemies,” Journal of Urban History 39, no. 5 (2013), 830. 
Schrader, The Big Smoke, 96-97. 
63 Olssen and Hickey, Class and Occupation, 139. 
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1.4. Building a house in nineteenth century Christchurch: all the constraints and 

limitations 

1.4.1. The cost of building 

Little has been written about the cost of building a house in nineteenth century Aotearoa New 

Zealand, and there is little readily available information on this (or on the price of land or availability 

of mortgages in Christchurch). Some sources do provide useful information, however, including Brett’s 

Colonists’ Guide, newspaper advertisements and trade catalogues (although few of these have 

survived and fewer still contain price information). It was rare for a sale or rental advertisement to 

include a price for the house or section, but those of builder Thomas Purdie offer some insights into 

the cost of building in Christchurch in the 1860s and 1870s. In 1864, Purdie was advertising that he 

could build a weatherboard cottage (24 ft by 12 ft (7.3 x 3.7 m; 27 m2)) for £55. These had two rooms, 

tongue-and-groove floorboards, a shingle roof, two sash windows on the front and a panelled door. A 

smaller version (20 x 10 ft (6.1 x 3 m; 18.3 m2)) was £46.64 The following year, a four-room cottage (26 

x 22 ft (7.9 x 6.7 m; 52.9 m2)) cost £80 and the cost of the two-room cottage was now £52.65 By 1867, 

the price of the four-room cottage had nearly halved (£45), and now included a central hall and a 

fanlight above the front door. The new homeowner also had the choice of casement or sash 

windows.66 Two years later, the two-room cottage cost just £25 to build.67 By 1875, the cost of the 

four-room cottage had increased to £100, but the two-room cottage had remained fairly consistently 

priced, at £26.68 Purdie’s advertisements after this date unfortunately did not contain as much detail 

as this about the houses he was building and selling. These examples, though, indicate how costs 

fluctuated over time, particularly for the larger cottage, while the price of the smaller one remained 

relatively steady. At the other end of the spectrum from the cottages Purdie was building was the very 

wealthy A. E. G. Rhodes, who, in the 1890s, spent £4013 adding more than 12 rooms to a small cottage 

in Merivale.69 The house designs published in Brett’s Colonists’ Guide lay somewhere between the 

homes of Purdie and Rhodes, albeit closer to the Purdie end of the spectrum. Brett’s was published in 

1883 and includes four house designs, with itemised costs of construction for each, as priced by the 

 
64 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 December 1864, 3. 
65 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 July 1865, 1. 
66 “Advertisements,” Press, 31 January 1867, 1. 
67 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 1 March 1869, 1. 
68 “Advertisements,” Press, 28 October 1875, 4. 
69 Te Koraha, now part of Rangi Ruru Girls’ School. Dunham, 16. Jessica Halliday, “’These depressed times’: 
architectural and decorative strategies in Christchurch in the financially stringent years of the early 1890s,” in 
“Strident Effects of Instant Sophistication": New Zealand Architecture in the 1890s: A One Day Symposium, ed. 
Christine McCarthy (Wellington: Centre for Building Performance Research, Faculty of Architecture and Design, 
Victoria University, 2007), 25. 
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Auckland Timber Company (Table 1-1).70 By way of comparison to that data, my sample reveals that 

the average working class house in Christchurch had six rooms and was 75 m2. In terms of wages, in 

1880, the average weekly wage for a labourer was 42 shillings, a bricklayer or carpenter earnt 56 

shillings a week and a plasterer earnt 67 shillings per week.71 

 

Table 1-1. The cost of building the houses in 1883, as priced by the Auckland Timber Company. 

House description Floor area 
(square feet) 

Floor area 
(square metres) 

Cost 

4-room cottage with veranda & lean-to 517.5 48 £92 15s 2p 

4-room cottage with hall 672 62 £144 16s 1p 

4-room cottage with hall 896 83 £176 16s 1p 

2-storey, 8 rooms & hall, “very showy”72, with a bay 924 86 £258 18s 1p 

Source: T. W. Leys, Brett's Colonists' Guide and Cyclopedia of Useful Knowledge: Being a Compendium of 

Information by Practical Colonists (Auckland: H. Brett, 1883), 723-734. 

 

Size and form were two of the main factors that affected the cost of building a house. The size of 

someone’s house would inevitably have been a trade-off between what was perceived to be 

comfortable, what was actually necessary, what else they wanted to spend money on when building 

(for example, a veranda) and what they could afford. Every additional square foot would have added 

more materials, leading to greater costs, as demonstrated by the information in Table 1-1 and Thomas 

Purdie’s advertisements. In terms of form, bay villas were structurally more complex than standard 

cottages and standard villas and would thus have cost more to build. Bay cottages are also likely to 

have been more expensive to build than their standard counterparts, although how the cost of 

building a bay cottage compared with that of building a standard villa is not known. Not only did the 

size and form of the house affect its cost, so too did the size and form of every element in it. For 

example, a 1906 catalogue from the Kauri Timber Company (in Auckland) priced a 3¾ inch wide 

veranda post at 5 shillings 6 pence, while the 4¾ inch wide version of the same design cost 7 shillings. 

Veranda posts ranged in price up to 23 shillings 3 pence, depending on the size and degree of 

ornamentation.73 Likewise, Brett’s Colonists’ Guide indicates that sash windows varied in size and, 

correspondingly, in price (Table 1-2). It seems likely, too, that not only would the purchase of a set of 

double windows have cost more than a set of single windows, it would also have cost more than simply 

 
70 T. W. Leys, Brett's Colonists' Guide and Cyclopedia of Useful Knowledge: Being a Compendium of Information 
by Practical Colonists (Auckland: H. Brett, 1883), 723-734. 
71 Margaret Galt, “Wealth and Income in New Zealand c.1870 to c.1939” (PhD, Victoria University of 
Wellington, 1985), 220. 
72 Leys, Brett's Colonists' Guide, 731. 
73 The Kauri Timber Company Ltd (Auckland Office), “Catalogue, c.1906,” Ephemera of quarto size relating to 
building material and supplies in New Zealand,” Ref: Eph-B-BUILDING-SUPPLIES-ca-1906-01-28. Alexander 
Turnbull Library, Wellington.  
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cladding that part of the wall in weatherboards or bricks. Likewise, adding a fanlight and/or sidelights 

around the door would have added to the cost of building, and using decorative glass in them would 

have further increased that cost. 

 

Table 1-2. The cost of sash windows, 1883. 

Window dimensions (inches) Window cost Cost of frames 

28 x 15 10s 6p 15s 6p 

32 x 18 15s 17s 

36 x 18 18s 19s 

Source: Leys, Brett's Colonists' Guide, 724, 728, 730. 

 

The relative costs of building in timber, brick and stone are not known, although Jeremy Salmond 

notes that brick and stone houses were more expensive to build.74 Brick and stone were not common 

building materials in nineteenth century Christchurch, in part due to the threat of earthquakes and 

the damage they had been seen to cause these buildings (discussed in more detail in Chapter 3).75 My 

research indicates those that were built tended to be built by bricklayers or others working in the 

industry, who would have had access to relatively cheap bricks and could have used their own labour 

to build these houses, thus reducing the costs. That the wealthy in Christchurch built predominantly 

in timber indicates that there was no stigma associated with doing so (although there may have been 

early in the piece, when the immigrants were still adjusting their expectations to meet the realities 

they faced).76 And that there was only one stone house suggests that stone was prohibitively 

expensive to build in and, moreover, that there was no particular status associated with doing so. 

 

More information is available about the costs of different types of weatherboards than there is about 

building in different materials. In 1883, plain weatherboards cost 14 shillings 6 pence per foot, while 

rusticated boards cost 17 shillings per foot.77 In 1907, the Kauri Timber Company was selling feather-

edged weatherboards (a standard type of weatherboard) for between 10 shillings 6 pence and 19 

shillings 6 pence per 100 superficial feet of kauri (the price varied depending on the quality of the 

timber). Rusticated weatherboards from the same company cost from 12 shillings 6 pence to 20 

 
74 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 116. 
75 Nigel Isaacs, “‘Free-Standing, Wooden, Upright’: The Evolving Cladding and Structure of the New Zealand 
House, 1858-1981,” Journal of New Zealand Studies, no. 28 (2019): 35-36. 
76 Hearfield, “Buildings Archaeology and Elite Housing,” 63. Laura Dunham’s thesis on the architecture of 
Christchurch architectural firm Collins and Harman contains many plans and photographs of homes built for 
wealthy Christchurch residents in the late nineteenth century and most were clad in timber. Laura Dunham, 
“The Domestic Architecture of Collins and Harman in Canterbury, 1883-1927” (MA, University of Canterbury, 
2013). 
77 Leys, Brett’s Colonists’ Guide, 725, 728. 



19 
 

shillings 6 pence, again depending on the quality.78 These prices indicate that the relationship between 

weatherboard form and price was not a straightforward one. 

 

The wall linings for the interior of the house also ranged in price. In 1883, rough sawn boards (also 

known as sarking) cost 6 shillings 6 pence per 100 superficial feet, while beaded planed, tongued and 

grooved boards (match-lining) were nearly twice the price, at 11 shillings.79 The price differential in 

1907 was not dissimilar, depending on the quality of the timber – rough sawn boards were 7 shillings 

6 pence, and planed, tongued and grooved boards (beaded or V-jointed) ranged in price from 12-20 

shillings.80 No price information is available for lath and plastering. While some of the price variation 

discussed here would not have affected how the item in question functioned (for example, narrow 

compared to wide veranda posts), this was not the case with rough sawn boards, which were used to 

line walls and ceilings. These boards simply butted up against each other, rather than slotting together 

in the way that tongue and groove boards do, meaning that the likelihood of drafts was inherent in 

the design.81 In some instances strips of fabric or newspaper were stuck to the wall to cover these 

gaps.82 Given the relative cost of sarking, these houses are generally likely to have been the homes of 

the poor, who would probably also have had fewer fireplaces – a double chimney with a cement 

hearth cost £10-£11 in 1883 (and the mantelpiece was more on top of that), making the cost more 

than 10% of the cost of the cheapest cottage in Brett’s Colonists’ Guide.83 For all this, working class 

house had, on average, three fireplaces, while middle and upper middle class houses had an average 

of four fireplaces. 

 

Layout, too, would have affected the cost of build – not having a hall at all would have reduced the 

quantity of materials required and would have enabled more living space for the same floor area as a 

house with a hall. Having a cottage layout would have been cheaper than a villa layout for the same 

reasons, allowing more kitchen space for potentially the same floor area as a villa layout. And, in the 

same vein, a hall that narrowed (as some did, beyond the hall arch) would have cost less for the same 

floor area.  

 

 
78 The Kauri Timber Company Ltd (Auckland Office), “Prices current (subject to alteration without notice). At 
the company's yards, Auckland and Mount Eden. Auckland, 1st April 1907,” Ephemera of quarto size relating 
to building material and supplies in New Zealand, Ref: Eph-B-BUILDING-SUPPLIES-ca-1906-01-28. Alexander 
Turnbull Library, Wellington. 
79 Leys, Brett’s Colonists’ Guide, 725, 728. 
80 The Kauri Timber Company Ltd (Auckland Office), “Prices”. 
81 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 115. 
82 For example, 13 Willow Street. 
83 Leys, Brett’s Colonists’ Guide, 725. 
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1.4.2. How houses were built: timber companies, builders, architects and kitsets 

Given the paucity of local timber supplies, it is perhaps surprising that timber was the main 

construction material for Christchurch houses. There were small stands of native timber at Papanui 

and Riccarton, and larger ones on Banks Peninsula, when the first European settlers arrived. These 

were quickly logged out (although some of that at Riccarton was preserved and remains standing 

today).84 For the most part, though, the city’s timber had to be imported, whether from the North 

Island or the West Coast, or from further afield, with timber from Tasmania being a common import.85 

American timber was also imported, as was Baltic pine.86 Newspaper advertisements of the day 

indicate that some timber was shipped to Christchurch moulded and ready for sale to builders by 

timber merchants, such as Robert West England (father to Robert William England, an architect who 

built one of the houses in my sample; Figure 1-3).87 Other timber was shipped in its raw state and then 

processed in the city at, for example, the Victoria Steam Saw Mill or James Goss’s saw mill (Figure 

1-4).88  

 

 

Figure 1-3. The range of items sold by R. W. England senior. England was a merchant and would have 

purchased the already processed timbers and mouldings, ready for sale to builders or the public.89 

 
84 Morrison, The Evolution of a City, 128. 
85 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 March 1851, 8. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 January 1861, 1. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 January 1870, 3. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 January 1890, 8. 
86 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 4 April 1860, 5. “Advertisements,” Press, 12 November 1863, 3. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 January 1870, 3. 
87 “Advertisements,” Press, 9 February 1892, 8. 
88 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 3 September 1870, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 19 November 1888, 8. 
89 “Advertisements,” Press, 9 February 1892, 8. 
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Figure 1-4. Some of the timber sold by the Victoria Steam Saw Mill in 1870. Unlike the items sold by R. W. 

England, these materials would have been processed on site.90 

 

Jeremy Salmond notes that timber companies like the Victoria Steam Saw Mill and R. W. England’s 

operation were the centre of the house building industry.91 These companies sold basically everything 

required to build a house, from the piles it would sit on to the framing, cladding and all the decorative 

finishings, from ceiling roses to eaves brackets to fretwork to mantelpieces. These companies became 

the first port of call for the prospective house builder, who could choose all the elements of their 

house (including its layout) either from the items on display or a catalogue of these. The extent to 

which New Zealand timber companies produced trade catalogues is not known, but only a few remain 

in existence today.92 Pattern books, which were such a mainstay of house construction in the United 

States in the nineteenth century, were not common in New Zealand until the twentieth century.93 

Builders were typically carpenters by trade, and often got their work directly from the timber 

companies, rather than being approached by a prospective client. The carpenter worked with a small 

 
90 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 3 September 1870, 1. 
91 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 96-97. 
92 For example, Findlay and Co’s “Illustrated Catalogue of Cottages, Doors, Sashes, Mouldings, Architraves, and 
Every Description of Furnishings” (1874) and a 1906 Kauri Timber Company catalogue, both held at the 
Alexander Turnbull Library and both consulted as part of my research. 
93 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 100. 
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number of others, with specialist tasks – such as bricklaying, plumbing and plastering – contracted to 

relevant tradespeople.94 

 

There were other options for building a house. One of these, in the early years of European settlement, 

was the kitset or prefabricated house, brought out from England. Lynne Hancock’s research has 

demonstrated that the use of prefabricated buildings in New Zealand was not widespread, being 

expensive compared to simply building your own house.95 Two examples have been documented in 

Canterbury. One was a house imported by the firm Tippet, Silk and Heywood, who used it for their 

premises in Lyttelton.96 Another was the two houses brought out by John and Elizabeth Watts-Russell 

in the early 1850s – the houses were joined together to form one when erected at Ilam.97 For the 

wealthier home builder, there was always the possibility of retaining an architect to design your house. 

There is no data available about the extent to which architects were used for domestic commissions, 

and nor has there been any analysis of who used architects to design their house. Seven of the houses 

in my sample were architecturally designed, three being the work of architects designing their own 

home. Three of the remaining architecturally designed houses were designed by the same architect. 

Certainly, most of these builders were wealthy, but not all of them were (their stories are recorded in 

Chapters 3, 4 and 6, and some of the architects in Chapters 3 and 6). Nor did all wealthy builders retain 

the services of an architect. 

 

1.4.3. The legalities of building 

There were very few legislative controls on building in New Zealand in the nineteenth century. The 

first ordinance to provide any controls was the Raupō Houses Ordinance, which came into force in 

Christchurch in 1853 (and earlier elsewhere in New Zealand). This levied the owners of any existing 

buildings of raupō or other vegetation and fined those who built new ones.98 In 1867, the Municipal 

Corporations Act was passed, and was first piece of legislation to allow local authorities to pass by-

laws relating to buildings.99 It has not been possible to establish whether or not the Christchurch 

Municipal (later City) Council passed any building-related by-laws under this or other legislation.100 At 

 
94 Ibid., 96. 
95 Lynne Hancock, “Settler Housing in New Zealand,” Journal of Architecture 1, no. 4 (1996): 313-334. 
96 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 27. 
97 Ibid., 28. 
98 Nigel Isaacs, “Building Legislation 1840-1870,” The New Zealand Law Journal 2012: 180. 
99 Nigel Isaacs, “By-Laws under the Municipal Corporations Act: Building Controls in the 1870s,” in 
“Colonisation - in top gear": New Zealand architecture in the 1870s: a one day symposium, ed. Christine 
McCarthy (Wellington: Centre for Building Performance Research, 2018), 50. 
100 To track down such information would require manually going through the council minute books (N. Isaacs, 
pers. comm., G. Wright, pers. comm.). Such work was outside the scope of my research. 
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the same time, the Canterbury Provincial Government (which sat above the then Christchurch 

Municipal Council and had over-arching responsibility for affairs in the city) had passed the 

Christchurch Fire Prevention Ordinance 1867. Amongst other things, this required buildings to have 

brick or stone external walls, the foundations to be set on “solid ground”, concrete or asphalt and the 

roof to be of slate, metal, tiles or other fire-proof material.101 This was only to apply to new buildings 

within an area to be specified in Schedule A of the ordinance. This area was bounded by Kilmore Street, 

Colombo Street, Armagh Street, Manchester Street, Lichfield Street, Cashel Street and Oxford Terrace, 

with a slight extension along High Street, to its intersection with Madras Street.102 This was the 

commercial heart of the city, and none of the houses in my sample were built in this area. 

 

1.5. Signposting: what you will find in each chapter 

The results of my analysis are spread across five chapters. The first of these outlines the methods I 

used during my research. It provides an overview of what different types of houses looked like in 

nineteenth century Christchurch, and some of the important temporal changes, whether stylistic or 

technological. It also includes an analysis of the relationship between class and housing. The four 

chapters that follow are organised around different themes, all of which relate to class. Chapter 3 

discusses the earliest houses in my sample. These builders were members of the upper middle class, 

or aspirants to that class, and the houses they built were very different from each other, and from 

what most people were building at the time. Chapter 4 examines the lives and houses of working-class 

builders in the Avon loop, a neighbourhood in the northeast corner of the central city. These were the 

homes of some of the poorest builders in the city, those who could only just afford to build. They 

reveal a precarious – and tragic – existence for some of these builders, but others who thrived. Chapter 

5 discusses the standard villa, a ubiquitous and plain sort of a house favoured by working- and middle-

class builders. Not only was it ubiquitous and plain, these houses all look rather similar at first glance. 

And while they were somewhat, on the outside, the interiors varied to suit the needs of the builders. 

Chapter 6 analyses the bay villa, which was typically built by members of the middle and upper middle 

class. As might be expected from this association, this was a somewhat fancier house than the 

standard villa. It was a house form intended to stand out a little, although more in some cases than 

others. Chapter 7 brings it all together, discussing what is that this research has revealed about houses, 

people and life in nineteenth century Christchurch. 

 

 
101 Christchurch Fire Prevention Ordinance, 1867. 
102 Isaacs, “Building Legislation,” 184. 
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Chapters 3-6 are based around the stories of a selection of the builders in my sample. These particular 

houses and people were chosen based on a combination of factors: the level of information that was 

available about the house when it was built; having sufficient information about the builders; covering 

the variety of houses of each type that were built; and covering the temporal spectrum of each type 

of house. 

 

1.6. The term ‘builder’ 

Throughout this thesis, I use the word ‘builder’ to refer to the person who caused the house to be 

built. This was typically the landowner. In only a few instances is this builder likely to have physically 

contributed to the construction of their house (for example, those who were builders or bricklayers). 

Most would have contributed nothing more than the funds for its construction. It is assumed, 

however, that they made decisions about the form, fabric and appearance of the house, often drawing 

on building catalogues, as discussed above. Where the landowner was married (and almost all were), 

I have assumed that the husband and wife were equally responsible for the decisions made about the 

form and appearance of the house. While (English) advice of the day often assumed that the husband 

was responsible for the form, structure and exterior of the house, and the wife for its interior, it is 

difficult to know whether or not this was actually the case.103 By focusing on the person who caused 

the house to be built, and by referring to them as the builder,  I have centred them in the story of each 

of the houses, reinforcing the fact that houses are as much about people as they are about place and 

space. This approach places the decisions about the house’s form and appearance firmly in the hands 

of these people. They may have drawn on catalogues and been advised by an actual physical builder, 

but I have treated these decisions as ultimately being made by the individuals and couples who owned 

these houses. 

 

1.7. A note on style 

The stories of each of the builders are told in a somewhat colloquial style. In so doing, I have deviated 

from the ‘objective’ academic tone and introduced my own voice into these stories. The reasons for 

this are twofold. In the first instance, it brings the stories to life. It makes the people more real and 

thus more relatable and it makes it easier for you, the reader, to empathise with them. Secondly, it 

makes it clear that this is my re-telling of these people’s stories, reminding the reader that, no matter 

how objective the researcher might try to be, our own biases will inevitably shape not just the 

 
103 Andrea Kaston Tange, Architectural Identities: Domesticity, Literature and the Victorian Middle Classes 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2010), 31. 
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evidence that is presented, but how it is presented. In this, I have been influenced by the work of 

Rosemary Joyce (who, in turn, was drawing on the work of Hayden White), who has argued that it is 

difficult for the researcher to avoid their inherent biases, and suggested ways in which these biases 

can be acknowledged within the text, including by making their presence felt.104 

 

 
104 Rosemary Joyce, “Writing Historical Archaeology,” in The Cambridge Companion to Historical Archaeology, 
ed. Dan Hicks and Mary Beaudry (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 48-65. 
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2. RECONSTRUCTING THE HOUSES AND PEOPLE OF MID-LATE 

NINETEENTH CENTURY CHRISTCHURCH 

 

2.1. An archaeological sample 

My sample of houses was derived from archaeological work carried out in the city of Christchurch 

following the Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 2011. These houses were all built between 1850 

and 1900, and were demolished either because they were in the residential red zone or because they 

were so damaged that the costs of repair would exceed those of demolition and building anew. I only 

recorded two of these houses myself. The rest were recorded by members of my team at Underground 

Overground Archaeology and I oversaw this work. Recording a building as an archaeological site 

consists of documenting and describing each of its individual elements, to identify and record how the 

building was constructed and how it changed over time. When an archaeological authority is issued 

for the demolition of a pre-1900 building, it is issued with conditions that specify how a building must 

be recorded. These conditions are determined by the archaeological significance of the building, which 

determines the level of recording required.1 Archaeological significance is determined with reference 

to the following values: condition, rarity, context, information potential, amenity value and cultural 

associations. Level I was the highest level of recording, for buildings of the highest significance. It 

required measured drawings of all elevations (internal and external), cross-sections, floor plans, roof 

plans, ceiling plans and drawings of mouldings, along with a detailed photographic record and 

extensive sampling of building materials. Level IV recording, for buildings of the lowest significance, 

required only outline measured drawings or sketches of the building and basic photography and 

sampling of fabric. Most buildings in my sample were recorded to Level III or IV. In general, then, two 

elevations and the floor plan were drawn, and the foundations mapped. Mouldings and construction 

details were photographed. Measurements and notes were made throughout the recording process, 

and original fabric was either sampled or identified (such as timbers, bricks, nails and wallpapers). This 

information was recorded in a database. As these buildings were going to be demolished, it was 

possible to knock holes in walls, to investigate changes to the house. Further information about the 

 
1 The levels of recording that were in force when this work was carried out were detailed in the then New 
Zealand Historic Places Trust’s Guidelines for the Investigation and Recording of Buildings and Standing 
Structures, produced in 2006. These guidelines were updated in 2014 to reflect that the New Zealand Historic 
Places Trust had become Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and the legislation it was operating under was 
now the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act. New guidelines were issued in 2018. See Appendix 1 for 
the full details. 
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house was gained during the demolition. Archaeological work continued after the demolition, with all 

earthworks on site monitored, including the removal of the building’s foundations. In most instances, 

the extent of the earthworks was minimal and little in the way of artefact material was recovered.2 

 

Several factors affected data collection. The first of these was earthquake damage, which prevented 

access to the interior of some houses and had sometimes destroyed parts of the house. For example, 

none of the houses had extant chimneys, these having collapsed during or been deconstructed after 

either the 2010 or the 2011 earthquake. The second was the incredibly intense environment in which 

the work was carried out. This was a result of the unprecedented volume of archaeological work and 

the shortage of archaeologists, some of whom were relatively inexperienced, particularly when it 

came to buildings archaeology. This shortage of archaeologists also meant that timeframes were 

particularly challenging. For these reasons, in the early period of post-earthquake recording, 

elevations were rarely drawn. As such, some houses discussed in my thesis are illustrated with 

photographs, and others with elevation drawings (safety concerns also prevented drawing some 

elevations). Third: some demolition contractors ignored authority conditions and failed to notify 

archaeologists about impending demolition work. 

 

All archaeology is constrained by not just the recording process, but also by what survives.3 These 

houses were occupied more or less continuously from construction until 2011 at least.  Most had been 

modified over that period, some more than others (and, in general, the smaller houses had been 

modified more than the big ones; Figure 2-1). Many of these modifications left scars, such as cutmarks 

in weatherboards where a window had been replaced, or stub walls where a wall had been removed. 

But evidence of modifications did not always survive. If the original ceiling lining had been replaced, 

for example, no evidence of a ceiling rose or ceiling cornice would survive. Similarly, if the rear lean-

to had been demolished and replaced, there was typically little evidence to indicate that this was the 

case. My experience indicates that the demolition of these lean-tos was a reasonably common 

occurrence, as these were at the rear of the house and this was often the only logical way to extend a 

house, particularly if indoor-outdoor flow was being sought. Further, these lean-tos housed service 

rooms, many of which ceased to be fit for purpose as time passed and technology changed. 

 

 
2 None of the artefacts found could be linked to the original builder or occupant of the house. 
3 Gavin Lucas, “Evidence of What? On the Possibilities of Archaeological Interpretation,” in Material Evidence: 
Learning from Archaeological Practice, ed. Robert Chapman and Alison Wylie (London: Routledge, 2015), 311-
323. 
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Figure 2-1. Four of the houses in my sample that had been modified to such an extent they did not, at first 

glance, appear to date to the nineteenth century. Clockwise from top left: 896-900 Colombo Street, 84 

Gayhurst Road, 83 Rowan Avenue and 401 Hereford Street. Source: P. Mitchell and K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

As with any sample, there are inherent biases. In particular, my sample reflects those areas hardest 

hit by the earthquakes, and thus the geographic spread is not an even one. The majority of the houses 

are from the central city and along the river to the east of that (Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3). These areas  

were typically working or middle class in character in the nineteenth century and there are far fewer 

houses in my sample from the affluent areas of Merivale, Fendalton and Papanui Road.4 Nonetheless, 

some upper middle class homes were built in these working or middle class areas, usually before their 

current character was established (see, for example, the Brittans, discussed in Chapter 3), or 

regardless of the predominant class of the area (the Fishers, discussed in Chapter 6). The temporal 

 
4 John Wilson records that the following areas of the city were working class in the nineteenth century: north 
and northeast of the square, Sydenham, Addington, parts of St Albans, Waltham and Woolston. By the early to 
mid-twentieth century (if not earlier), the suburbs of Linwood, Richmond and New Brighton were largely 
working class. John Wilson, “Contextual Historical Overview for Christchurch City” (Christchurch: Christchurch 
City Council, 2013), 153, 154, 238. Michael Smith’s work yielded similar results. Michael Smith, “Residential 
Segregation and the Inter-War Christchurch Experience,” in Class, Gender and the Vote: Historical Perspectives 
from New Zealand, ed. Miles Fairburn and Erik Olssen (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2005), 47. 
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spread of houses is also uneven, with just 11 of the houses built prior to 1875. This makes it difficult 

to understand change through time on the basis of my sample alone. As such, I have drawn on other 

sources that provide useful information about early European housing in Christchurch, such as historic 

photographs and information about houses listed by either the Christchurch City Council or Heritage 

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.5 

 

 

Figure 2-2. Christchurch, showing the location of the houses in my sample. Because of the scale of the map 

and the proximity of some of the houses, the locations of only 67 of the 101 houses can be seen. Source: 

ArcGIS. 

 
5 These houses have been listed due to their historical significance. The listings contain photographs of the 
front of the house along with information about its history and architecture. 
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Figure 2-3. The number of houses recorded in each suburb (N=101). Suburb information from New Zealand 

Post. 

 

In addition to the information about listed buildings, I have supplemented my archaeological data with 

information from historical photographs and architectural plans. The Armson Collins collection of 

architectural plans from the Macmillan Brown Library (University of Canterbury) has proved 

particularly useful, providing insight into the homes of the elite from the 1880s on. These builders are 

described as ‘elite’ rather than being given a specific class designation: their occupational status has 

not been researched (although some were doctors and one house was a deanery), but the size and 

nature of these houses indicates that most were built by people of significant means. 

 

2.2. Reconstructing houses 

In analysing the houses, I used a methodology similar to that of Heather Burke and Jeremy Moyle.6 

Drawing on their analyses, and my own knowledge of Christchurch’s nineteenth century domestic 

architecture, I selected a number of attributes related to the scale, form, external appearance and 

interior of houses. The focus of this work was on the house as it was when it was built, insofar as this 

 
6 Heather Burke, Meaning and Ideology in Historical Archaeology: Style, Social Identity, and Capitalism in an 
Australian Town (Boston: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 1999). Jeremy Moyle, “House Style and Class in 
Victorian and Edwardian Dunedin, New Zealand, 1870-1910” (MA, Memorial University of Newfoundland, 
2018). 

Addington Aranui Avonside Burwood Cashmere

Central Dallington Fendalton Heathcote Valley Hillsborough

Linwood Marshland New Brighton Opawa Phillipstown

Richmond Spreydon St Albans Strowan Sumner

Sydenham Wainoni Waltham Woolston
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could be reconstructed. Working from photographs, plans and the database, I constructed a 

spreadsheet to tabulate data for analysis (this spreadsheet is contained in Appendix 2 and the features 

analysed are discussed below). While the data from the original field recording was used as the basis 

for this work, it was amended and supplemented by my own essentially desk-based recording and 

interpretation of the house, from the photographs and plans recorded during the field work. This field 

data was also supplemented with any other information available about the house. Most commonly, 

these were newspaper advertisements for its sale and occasionally photographs, paintings or plans of 

the houses. A conservation plan had been prepared for one house and this provided useful additional 

information. Where the information about a particular feature was not available, “n/d” (no data) was 

entered into the cell. Where a particular feature was not applicable to the house (for example, a house 

without a veranda by definition could not have veranda fretwork), “n/a” (not applicable) was entered. 

While a range of data was collected in the spreadsheet and analysed initially, not all variables were 

found to be useful for my research. These variables are described below but are not discussed in the 

subsequent analysis of the houses. 

 

2.2.1. Temporality: year of construction 

Establishing when a house was built was critical to my analysis. I used a variety of sources to do so, 

one of the key ones being brick manufacturing dates. This information was supplied by local brick 

expert, Matthew Hennessey. The other sources used were land transaction records, mortgage dates, 

electoral roll information, street directories, maps and plans and information from newspapers. Each 

of these datasets comes with its own set of problems and none is completely accurate. Together, 

though, they can provide reasonably accurate information, by means of a sort of triangulation. An 

exact year of construction was established for 71 of the 101 houses. For the remainder, the terminus 

post quem (TPQ) and terminus ante quem (TAQ) were established. Terminus post quem loosely 

translates as ‘the date after which’, and is the earliest date at which a given event can have occurred. 

Terminus ante quem is ‘the date before which’, being the latest date at which an event could have 

occurred. 

 

For the purposes of the temporal analysis, the houses were grouped into five-year ranges, referred to 

as ‘bins’ (for example, 1850-54). Those houses for which it was only possible to establish a TPQ and 

TAQ were placed in the most appropriate bin. For example, a house built between 1879 and 1883 was 

put in the 1880-84 bin, as was one built between 1879 and 1885. If a house spanned two bins fully, it 

was not placed in a bin and was excluded from any temporal analysis. On this basis, four houses were 

excluded from the temporal analysis. The temporal analysis then proceeded using these bins. 
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2.2.2. Scale 

Eight scale features were selected to quantify the size of the house (Table 2-1). The number of stories, 

floor area and number of rooms give a basic indication of house size. Façade width was recorded to 

give an indication of how big the house was intended to appear, particularly if it was wider than it was 

deep (building depth). As it happens, this turned out to be the norm. Width and depth were also useful 

information if floor area data was not available. Proximity to the street boundary was recorded as an 

indicator of the position of the house on the section, which will inevitably be related to the size and 

shape of that section. Aerial photographs dating to 2011 and available from the Canterbury Maps 

website were used as the source for the width, depth and proximity to the street boundary, for the 

sake of comparing consistent measurements. While this information had been recorded for many 

cases during the archaeological work, it was not always the case. 

 

Table 2-1. The scale features. 

Feature Notes 

section size Recorded in both Imperial and metric units (the Imperial measurements were recorded as 
the original measurements were in Imperial units). Derived from land transaction records. 
Sections of more than 20,000 m2 (of which there were five, and most of these were over 
100,000 m2) were excluded from section area statistics due to the likelihood that these 
were run as farms, as opposed to being a standard suburban section. 

no. of stories   

floor area Recorded in square metres from the archaeological plans. Not possible to calculate if the 
floor plans were not to scale. If the house had originally had a rear lean-to and this had 
been demolished without a trace, this measurement will be inaccurate. Where it was clear 
that a house was missing some of its footprint, the floor area was recorded but was not 
included in any floor area statistics. It was possible to calculate the floor area of 53 of the 
houses. In a further seven cases, an inaccurate calculation was possible. 

no. of rooms Calculated on the basis of the archaeological information in addition to information 
available from other sources (chiefly, newspaper advertisements for the sale/rental of the 
house). Also suffers from the problem of accounting for demolished rear lean-tos, but it 
was possible to account for this to a certain extent, thanks to information from other 
sources. The loss of a room due to an internal wall being demolished was less of an issue as 
there was usually evidence of this e.g. a wall stub or marks on the floor or ceiling. The hall 
was counted as a room. The number of rooms evident at the time of recording and the 
estimated number of original rooms were recorded. All analysis drew on the latter figure. 

façade width Measured from the 23 February 2011 aerial photographs of Christchurch, available on the 
Canterbury Maps website.7 

building depth Measured from the 23 February 2011 aerial photographs of Christchurch, available on the 
Canterbury Maps website. 

proximity to the 
street boundary 

Measured from the 23 February 2011 aerial photographs of Christchurch, available on the 
Canterbury Maps website. The distance measured was from the front door to the street 
boundary at the time the house was constructed. 

 

 
7 https://mapviewer.canterburymaps.govt.nz/  

https://mapviewer.canterburymaps.govt.nz/
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2.2.3. Form 

In describing the form of each the houses, I first determined whether the house was a cottage or a 

villa, the two basic of types of European housing in nineteenth century New Zealand.8 Definitions of 

the New Zealand villa vary, in both architectural publications and websites. However, Jeremy Salmond, 

who has carried out the most rigorous analysis of domestic architecture in nineteenth century New 

Zealand, has defined the villa thus: “later Victorian houses of more than four or five rooms, typically 

built in the suburbs, and after the 1870s often elaborately decorated.”9 He defined a cottage as “any 

simple smaller house.”10 These definitions are somewhat vague in and of themselves, but do not 

require asymmetry, a bay, a veranda or a specific level of decoration. This accords with my own 

analysis, and reflects the diversity possible within the villa form especially. Salmond’s definitions are 

a useful starting point when used in conjunction with his schematic drawings of cottages and villas, 

which indicate an important distinction between villas and cottages (Figure 2-4, Figure 2-5, Figure 2-6 

and Figure 2-7). Villas had hipped roofs (of a centre gutter, hipped or hipped gable form), while 

cottages typically had gable roofs – as he notes, “[T]he shape of the roof is one key to the style of a 

nineteenth century villa.”11 Drawing on Salmond, I have used roof form as the starting point for 

categorising villas and cottages: villas had a hipped roof, and cottages a gable roof (Table 2-1). There 

is an area of overlap, however – the house shown in Figure 2-8 was clearly not a cottage, being neither 

simple nor small, but it had a gable roof. The particular roof form of this house, however, was a centre 

gutter roof, a form that Salmond notes was fundamental to the development of the bay villa.12 On this 

basis, this house was categorised as a bay villa. This was the only house of this nature (that is, with a 

gable roof but neither simple nor small) in my sample.13 Size did not prove a reliable means of 

distinguishing between villas and cottages, as some of both the early and late cottages in my sample 

were relatively large. 

 

 
8 The term ‘villa’ has a long history, starting with the Romans, for whom a villa was a house in the country that 
was a temporary respite from the world, typically owned by the elite. The term would subsequently be used by 
for similar houses in England, having arrived there via the ideas of Palladio. The idea of the villa began to 
spread beyond the elite in the eighteenth century, becoming a middle-class phenomenon in nineteenth 
century England and the United States, thanks to the work of A. J. Downing and J. C. Loudon in particular. This 
very brief overview draws on: James S. Ackerman, The Villa: Form and Ideology of Country Houses (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1990) and John Archer, Architecture and Suburbia: From English Villa to American 
Dream House, 1690-2000 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005). 
9 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 154. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid., 119. 
12 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 121. 
13 Salmond also allows for the possibility that both single and double box cottages could have a hipped roof, 
but draws no distinction between double box cottages and standard villas of this type (see Figure 2-4 and 
Figure 2-6).  
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Figure 2-4. Standard cottages. After Jeremy Salmond.14 

 

 
14 Ibid., 73. 
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Figure 2-5. Bay cottages. After Jeremy Salmond.15 

 

 
15 Ibid., 74. 
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Figure 2-6. Standard villas, showing the range of roof forms identified by Jeremy Salmond. After Jeremy 

Salmond.16  

 

 
16 Ibid., 168, 170, 172. 
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Figure 2-7. Some of the types of bay villas identified by Jeremy Salmond. These examples are all shown with 

centre gutter roofs but each type could have a centre gutter, hipped or hipped gable roof. After Jeremy 

Salmond.17 

 
17 Ibid., 168-173. 
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Figure 2-8. This house has a gable roof but its size and centre gutter roof meant it was classified as a bay villa. 

Known as Cotswold House, it is discussed in detail in Chapter 6. Source: M. Hennessey (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Cottages and villas were categorised as either standard or bay forms, following Salmond (Table 2-2).18 

Standard cottages were either box or double box cottages (Figure 2-4). Bay cottages were combined 

box cottages (Figure 2-5).19 These bay cottage forms were distinguished by having a room that 

projected forward in front of the line of the front door, creating a ‘bay’.20 While Salmond shows both 

single and double bay cottages, there are only single bay cottages in my sample. A standard villa was 

a square or rectangular house with a pyramid or centre gutter roof, while a bay villa had the same 

form as a bay cottage, usually with a centre gutter roof (Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7).21 The bay could be 

positioned in a number of different locations, giving rise to the single bay (with the bay on one side of 

the front of the house), centre bay, double bay, corner bay, corner angle bay and return bay.22 Houses 

that did not fit any of these categories were classified as ‘other’, of which there were 10. Five of these 

other houses date to the 1850s, and are discussed in detail in the chapter that follows. 

 

 
18 Ibid., 73-74, 168-173. 
19 Ibid., 73-74. 
20 This was distinct from a bay window, which was merely a window that extended out from the wall of the 
house. 
21 None of the houses in my sample had a hipped gable roof, the third roof type Salmond indicates a villa might 
have had. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 172-173. 
22 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 168-71. 
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Table 2-2. The form features. 

Feature Notes 

roof form Gable or hipped. 

roof subform Categorised as per the types shown in Salmond’s drawings (Figure 2-4, Figure 
2-5, Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7). 

form Was the house a standard cottage, bay cottage, standard villa or bay villa? If it 
did not fit any of these categories, it was classified as ‘other’. 

Detached/semi-detached Each semi-detached house was recorded as one house, with its own address. In 
one instance, there was only one half of the pair of semi-detached houses in my 
sample. 

Symmetrical/asymmetrical Was the street-facing elevation symmetrical? 

narrowing Was the building narrower at the back than the front (excluding the lean-to, 
which was often not the full width of the building)? 

 

The analysis of the form of the house also included whether or not the house narrowed. That is, was 

it wider at the street front than at the rear, excluding any lean-tos (which varied considerably in size 

or shape)? Houses that were wider at the street front would seem to be giving a false impression of 

their size, given that the norm was for houses not to narrow (82% of 93 houses in my sample for which 

this information was available did not narrow). Further, it is possible that costs were saved by not 

building to a ‘full’ footprint (i.e. one that did not narrow). It is not possible to know this for certain, 

but it is a theory advanced on the basis that not building to the full footprint would have reduced the 

square footage of the house, thereby reducing the cost of building. It is, of course, possible that costs 

would have been increased by building in this way, due to the additional corners introduced into the 

design. 

 

2.2.4. External appearance 

For the statistical analysis, only the external features on the front of the house were considered, the 

front being defined as the elevation with the front door, which was usually the street-facing elevation. 

This elevation is the focus of this analysis because a theme in my thesis considers the impression being 

presented to the world via this elevation. Information about the way in which the side and rear 

elevations were decorated is considered in the stories about the individual houses, where relevant. 

The specific features on the front elevation that were recorded are listed in Table 2-3 and are largely 

self-explanatory. All architectural terms are defined in Appendix 3. No details about chimneys were 

included as no original chimneys survived at the time of recording. Likewise, information about the 

original paint scheme could not be captured through the available archaeological data. 
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Table 2-3. The external appearance features. 

Feature Notes 

cladding Permanent materials (e.g. brick or stone) or weatherboard. 

cladding type Brick, stone, mudbrick or weatherboard. 

weatherboard form Standard or rusticated. Standard weatherboards included those that were 
bevel-backed or feathered, as all had essentially the same appearance. 

quoins Yes/no. 

roof cladding Corrugated iron, shingles or slate. 

street-facing gable end Yes/no. 

gable decoration Yes/no. 

finial Yes/no. 

decorative bargeboards Yes/no. 

other gable decoration Specific details about the gable decoration listed. 

eaves brackets Yes/no. 

eaves moulding Yes/no. 

veranda Yes/no. 

veranda roofline Bullnose, concave or convex. 

veranda post fabric Cast iron or wooden. 

decorated veranda posts Yes/no. 

veranda post decoration Specific details listed. 

single/paired veranda posts   

veranda fretwork Specific details listed. 

porch Yes/no. 

balcony Yes/no. 

balcony/veranda railing Yes/no. 

front door form Number of panels. 

front door fanlights Yes/no. 

front door sidelights Yes/no. 

front door decoration Yes/no. 

front door decorative features Specific details listed. 

recessed front door Yes/no. 

no. of windows  Total number of windows on the front of the house. 

window type Bay, Chicago, double, dormer, single, triple. 

no. of window type Number of each window type on the front of the house. 

window form Casement or sash. 

no. of window panes   

window horns Yes/no. (These were a feature of sash windows, located at the bottom of the 
upper light.) 

window pediments Yes/no. 

window brackets Yes/no. 

windowsill brackets Yes/no. 

other window decoration Specific details listed. 

type of bay window Single or double (where a double was two bay windows, one on either side 
of the front door). 

shape of bay window Octagonal, splayed or rectangular. 

roof of bay window Concave, faceted, flat, gable or sloping. 

window arrangement (bay) Number of windows. For example, 1+1+1 means that there was one window 
on each side and one window in the centre. 

bay window panelling Yes/no. 

other bay window decoration  

stacked bay window Yes/no. 
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2.2.5. Interior 

Pākehā houses in nineteenth century New Zealand tended to have a fairly similar layout. Most were 

organised around the hall, which typically ran through the centre of the house and most rooms opened 

off this. The exceptions were the service rooms, which were often interconnected. In general, rooms 

like the parlour, dining room, bedrooms and family rooms were in the main body of the house, and 

service rooms in a lean-to at the rear. There are a number of variations on this floor plan and thus 

analysis of the interior began with defining it (Table 2-4). Like form, the floor plan was defined with 

reference to Salmond, including using the terminology he used.23 In the first instance, a house might 

not have a hall. This was typically only the case for the most basic (and cheapest of houses). The next 

step up from this was a cottage layout (Figure 2-9). In this layout, the hall was only one room deep. It 

ended with a door into the kitchen, and a bedroom opened off the kitchen. Most people, however, 

built a house with a villa layout (Figure 2-10). In a villa layout, the hall was at least two rooms deep, 

ending in the service part of the house, and no bedrooms opened off the kitchen. Instead, with the 

exception of the service rooms, each room was only accessible via the hall. A half villa layout was a 

variation of the villa layout where the hall ran down one side of the house, rather than through the 

middle, and rooms only opened off one side of it, making the house two rooms wide, rather than the 

more standard three rooms wide (the hall was counted as a room). This layout was most commonly 

associated with semi-detached houses, but also found in some detached houses. The overall pattern 

of the layout was examined for the statistical analysis, and the nuances of the layout of particular 

houses are discussed in the stories in the chapters that follow. 

  

 
23 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 154-155. 
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Table 2-4. The interior features. 

Feature Notes 

layout Cottage, half villa, no hall, villa. 

no. of fireplaces   

lath & plaster lining Yes/no. 

match-lining Yes/no. 

rough-sawn boards Yes/no. 

wainscoting Yes/no. 

hall arch Yes/no. 

ceiling rose Yes/no. 

no. of rooms with a ceiling rose   

rooms with a ceiling rose Hall, parlour, other front room, secondary room, service room. 

ceiling cornice Yes/no. 

no. of rooms with a ceiling 
cornice 

  

rooms with a ceiling cornice Hall, parlour, other front room, secondary room, service room. 

plinth blocks Yes/no. 

skirting board heights Recorded for the hall, parlour, other front room, secondary rooms, 
service rooms. 

 

 

Figure 2-9. This house had a cottage layout, with the hall (Room 1) ending at the kitchen (Room 3), and a 

bedroom (Room 4) opening off the kitchen. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology) and 

K. Watson. 
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Figure 2-10. This house had a villa layout. All rooms bar one (a service room) open off the hall. Source: P. 

Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Internal features recorded included built-in decorative features, such as skirtings, ceiling roses, ceiling 

cornices and plinth blocks. Nineteenth century house builders used these features to indicate the 

status of rooms. For example, features like ceiling roses and ceiling cornices were more likely to be 

found in the front or public rooms (such as the parlour/drawing room, dining room or master 

bedroom), and were typically more ornate in those rooms than in other rooms.24 Likewise, skirting 

boards were often deeper and more ornate in the more public rooms in a house.25 While this may not 

have been the case in all houses, in upper middle class and many middle class houses, these public 

rooms were typically the ones that guests were most likely to enter and were thus a site of display.26 

Fireplaces were another form of built-in decorative feature but only the number of these was recorded 

for the purposes of the statistical analysis, as few fireplace components (e.g. the coal register or 

 
24 Helen Leach, “The European House and Garden in New Zealand: A Case for Parallel Development,” in At 
Home in New Zealand: History, Houses, People, ed. Barbara Brookes (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2000), 79-80. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 137. 
25 Arden and Bowman, The New Zealand Period House, 181. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 137. 
26 Deborah Chambers, Cultural Ideals of Home: The Social Dynamics of Domestic Space (London: Routledge, 
2020), 42. Anna K. C. Petersen, New Zealanders at Home: A Cultural History of Domestic Interiors 1814-1914 
(Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2001), 39.  
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mantelpiece) survived in situ.27 House interiors were more likely than exteriors to have been modified 

in ways that left no evidence of the original linings or built-in decorative features. 

 

2.3. Reconstructing people, place and class 

This thesis is as much about the people who built the houses as it is about the houses themselves. In 

the first instance, these people had to be identified, a task that was usually accomplished when 

establishing when the house was built. Identifying the builder proved impossible in 15 cases.28 The 

builders were identified from land transaction records, electoral rolls, street directories and 

newspaper advertisements and articles. If the builder was married at the time the house was 

constructed (as most were), I have worked on the basis that the house was built by the couple, rather 

than the individual whose name was on the deed or title for the land. This was to move away from the 

assumption that this person – usually male – was the person solely responsible for decisions about 

the form and appearance of the house and the assumption that they were the only person associated 

with the house, to the exclusion of their spouse. 

 

The sources that identified the builder usually enabled their occupation (at the time of construction) 

to be established and conclusions to be drawn about the tenure of the house (Table 2-5). Three main 

categories of tenure were used: owner-occupier, rental property and speculative build. A speculative 

build was determined to have taken place when the house was sold not long after it had been built. 

There are a number of reasons why such a quick sale could take place that would have had nothing to 

do with it being a speculative build (such as a change in fortunes or family circumstances), and thus 

identifying a speculative build is not straightforward. However, the detailed historical research for the 

stories made it possible to make a firm identification of this (see Chapters 4 and 5).  

 

Table 2-5. Reconstructing people, place and class. 

Feature Notes 

occupational class Working, middle or upper middle. 

location Central city or suburbia. 

tenure Owner-occupier, rental or speculative builder. 

 

In the mid nineteenth century, the suburbs on the outskirts of English cities were an increasingly 

desirable place for members of the middle class to live. This reflected a desire to escape what were 

 
27 These were typically open fires or coal registers. Kitchens would usually have a coal range for cooking on. 
Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 145-148. 
28 As noted in Chapter 1, the term ‘builder’ is used throughout this thesis to refer to the person who caused 
the house to be built.  
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becoming increasingly crowded and disease-prone city centres. The suburbs offered more and greener 

space, the possibility of a section with a detached house and respite from the noise, dirt, diseases and 

people of the central city, as well as the possibility of emulating the lives of the landed gentry.29 In 

order to understand the extent to which such attitudes were relevant in nineteenth century 

Christchurch, I classified houses as having been built in the central city or suburbia. The central city 

was defined as the area within the four avenues (Bealey Avenue, Fitzgerald Avenue, Moorhouse 

Avenue and Rolleston Avenue), which formed the boundaries of the city for much of the nineteenth 

century. Anything outside of this, but with a modern address that placed it in Christchurch, was 

classified as being suburban. As will be seen in the stories that follow, some of the houses built outside 

the four avenues were built as farm houses (as many as seven), in areas that became suburban as the 

city expanded. The remainder were truly suburban, from the time of construction. 

 

Occupational class was derived with reference to Erik Olssen and Maureen Hickey’s occupational 

structure, the most comprehensive such classification developed in Aotearoa New Zealand.30 Not only 

is the research that underlies it particularly rigorous, it also comes with a list of all the different 

occupations that made up the different occupational classes. Olssen and Hickey’s research posits a 

nine-tier occupational structure for urban society in New Zealand (with an additional eight possible 

categorisations), which can then easily be conflated into a three-class model. In this three-class model, 

the upper middle class consisted of large employers, higher managers, professionals and semi-

professionals; the middle class of small employers, the self-employed, officials, supervisors and white 

collar workers; and the working class of skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled workers.31 I chose to use this 

three-class model, as the size of my sample meant that the number of people associated with each of 

the nine classes was too small to generate meaningful results from my statistical analysis. 

 

The biggest difficulty I faced with the application of the Olssen and Hickey model was a practical rather 

than a theoretical one. The particular problem was distinguishing between skilled workers (a working-

class occupation) and small employers/self-employed (a middle-class occupation). Olssen and Hickey 

 
29 Annmarie Adams, Architecture in the Family Way: Doctors, Houses, and Women, 1870-1900 (Montreal: 
McGill-Queen's University Press, 1996), 40. Graeme Davison, “The Suburban Idea and Its Enemies,” Journal of 
Urban History 39, no. 5 (2013), 833. Thad Logan, The Victorian Parlour (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2001), 21. Linda E. Smeins, Building an American Identity: Pattern Book Homes and Communities, 1870-
1900 (Walnut Creek, CA: Sage Publications, 1999), 16. John Tosh, A Man's Place: Masculinity and the Middle-
Class Home in Victorian England (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), 32. Gwendolyn Wright, Building the 
Dream: A Social History of Housing in America (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1983), 96-113. 
30 Erik Olssen and Maureen Hickey, Class and Occupation: The New Zealand Reality (Dunedin: Otago University 
Press, 2005), 57. 
31 Ibid., 57-58. 
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themselves note that this distinction can be difficult to make, as even exhaustive research may mean 

that it is not possible to determine which category a person belonged to.32 For example, a baker may 

be identified as such on a land title and in the street directories, but it is impossible to know from this 

information if they were an employee in a bakery or had their own business. Every attempt was made 

to identify which was the case (chiefly through newspaper research). Where it was not possible to 

reach a definitive conclusion, the person was classified as skilled (i.e. working class), on the basis that, 

if they had been an employer or self-employed, there was more likelihood that their name would 

appear in the newspaper in association with their business, whether advertising their business, for 

staff (particularly apprentices) or in court cases. Of course, many small business owners would not 

have appeared in the papers of the day, and this may have over-inflated the number of working-class 

builders. The occupation class of each couple was derived from the husband’s occupation – few of the 

women are recorded as having been in paid employment. 

 

Reconstructing the lives of those couples whose stories I tell drew on a range of sources. Chief 

amongst these were newspapers, as well as family history sources such as the Ancestry and Family 

Search websites (wills and probates from the latter were used, along with passenger lists). Where 

available, probate information was used to establish a person’s wealth at death. This figure captures 

a person’s wealth at a particular point in time, and does not necessarily reflect what that value was 

over the course of their lives – they could have made and lost a fortune prior to this, given substantial 

sums away prior to their death, or gradually worked their way up to this fortune.33 Nonetheless, the 

figure provides useful contextual information. Where available, family histories were also consulted. 

The Macdonald Dictionary of Canterbury Biography also provided useful information. Unsurprisingly 

it was much harder to locate information about most of the women in my sample. Further, there was 

generally more information available about middle and upper middle-class builders than about those 

from the working class. 

 

2.4. Patterns on the ground: what my data and analysis reveal about Christchurch houses 

Christchurch houses evolved like this. The very first European arrivals in the early 1850s quickly built 

quite basic structures. Sometimes these were little more than tents, but the luckier were able to build 

raupō huts (often with assistance from local Māori) or the distinctive V-huts (a small A-frame house).34 

 
32 Ibid., 128. 
33 Jim McAloon, No Idle Rich: The Wealthy in Canterbury and Otago 1840-1914 (Dunedin: University of Otago 
Press, 2002), 15. 
34 These huts resembled an inverted V in profile. C. L. Innes, Canterbury Sketches, or, Life from the Early Days 
(Christchurch: Kiwi Publishers, 1995), 22. 
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Very soon, though, people began to build small wooden cottages, of two to four rooms, sometimes 

one-storey, sometimes two, always clad in weatherboard, with a shingle-clad gable roof and at least 

one fireplace (with an external chimney; Figure 2-11). Most of those who arrived in the 1850s would 

have lived in houses like this, as would many who arrived in the 1860s. Some people would have made 

their standard cottage a little bit fancier by adding a bay and a street-facing gable to it, making it a bay 

cottage. This would not have given them much more room, but it would have looked ‘nicer’. Examining 

historic photographs and other sources suggests that those who built a bay cottage in the 1850s, 1860s 

and early 1870s tended to be middle or upper middle class people and those who built standard 

cottages were most commonly working class people (if they were not members of the middle or upper 

middle class building them to rent out).35 These sources also indicated the presence of two other major 

types of house during this period. One of these did not have a bay, but had dormer windows on the 

first storey, and was built by people with a range of occupations.36 The other type was much larger, 

generally built in a recognisable architectural style, with a street-facing gable (if not a bay) and was 

built by people with upper middle class occupations (some of these houses are discussed in Chapter 

3).37 Most commonly, the architectural style was Gothic, but this was not always the case.38 The 

 
35 The other sources examined were historic photographs held by the Canterbury Museum, the Christchurch 
City Council Statements of Significance for buildings listed in the Christchurch City Council District Plan and 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga’s List. Examples of standard cottages include those at 389 and 391 
Selwyn Street, built between 1874 and 1881 for a labourer (HNZPT, “Cottage, 389 Selwyn Street, Addington,” 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, 19 January 2017, https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3700. 
HNZPT, “Cottage, 391 Selwyn Street, Addington,” Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, 19 January 2017, 
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3699.) Examples of bay cottages include those at 44 Opawa Road 
(built for an accountant between 1864 and 1877) and 32 Armagh Street/325 Montreal Street, built for a 
merchant in c.1875 (HNZPT, “House, 44 Opawa Road, Opawa, Christchurch,” Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga, 15 August 2001, https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3720. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, 32 
Armagh Street; 325 Montreal Street, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement 
of Significance.) 
36 Examples include Chokebore Lodge, Whalebone Cottage and the houses at 14 Bass Street and 153 Holly 
Road. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Chokebore Lodge – 148 Racecourse Road, Sockburn,” Christchurch City 
Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting – 14 Bass Street, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Dwelling and 
Setting – 153 Holly Road, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of 
Significance. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Whalebone Cottage – 704 Ferry Road, Christchurch,” Christchurch 
City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. 
37 Examples include Chippenham Lodge, Englefield Lodge, B W. Mountfort’s house, and Middleton Grange. 
CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Chippenham – 51 Browns Road, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage 
Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Englefield – 230 Fitzgerald Avenue, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Former 
Dwelling and Setting, Okeover – 90 Ilam Road, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment 
Statement of Significance. CCC, “Former Dwelling and Setting, Middleton – 30 Acacia Avenue, 74 Middleton 
Road, 47a Arthur Street, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of 
Significance. Johannes C. Andersen, Old Christchurch in Picture and Story (Christchurch: Simpson & Williams, 
1949), 409. 
38 Wilson, “Contextual Historical Overview for Christchurch City”, 155. 

https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3700
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3699
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3720
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cottage forms were dominant until the mid-1870s, at which point the standard villa made its 

appearance on the scene in Christchurch. It was soon followed by the bay villa.  

 

The standard villa very quickly came to dominate the city’s new housing stock, and would remain the 

most popular house form until at least the end of the century (see Tables 1 and 2, Appendix 4). As bay 

cottages were a little bit fancier than standard cottages, bay villas were a little bit fancier than 

standard villas – and, in some cases, quite a lot fancier. The standard cottage continued to be built in 

the last decades of the nineteenth century, but only by or for the city’s poorer inhabitants (Table 3, 

Appendix 4). The bay cottage was also still built, arguably as a cheaper form of the more expensive 

bay villa. These later bay cottages were typically built by working class people (Table 4, Appendix 4). 

During the last quarter of the century, the elite continued to build on a bigger, grander scale – these 

were houses that looked like bay villas (more accurately, bay villas drew some inspiration from them, 

as did standard villas, in terms of their decoration), but were far bigger and did not fit the definition 

of a bay villa (due to their roof form, which tended to be a complex of combination of pyramid and 

gable). There were a number of plans for this type of house in the Armson Collins collection, but none 

in my sample. I refer to these throughout as elite houses. And of course, there were always people 

who built houses that did not fit any of these categories. 
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Figure 2-11. Looking west along Armagh Street from the roof of the Canterbury Provincial Council buildings in 

1860, with Riccarton Bush in the distance. Most of Christchurch’s early Pākehā settlers would have built 

houses that looked like this in the first decade or two of settlement. For the most part, these houses are 

standard cottages, although one can be seen on the right with a dormer window. Typically, the long axis of 

these cottages faced the street, but there are two here with the short axis doing so, possibly due to the size 

and shape of the section. Source: Panorama, Number Seventeen. Dr Alfred Charles Barker, Canterbury 

Museum. Accession number 1944.78.122. 

 

Although the small number of pre-1875 houses in my sample makes analysing temporal change 

difficult, there were some clear trends evident in the data. These include an increased use of fanlights, 

sidelights and eaves brackets as the century progressed (Table 5, Appendix 4). By the 1890s, all houses 

in my sample had fanlights above the front door, suggesting that it had become a normal and expected 

part of a house. It is possible, though, that the very cheapest of houses did not have such a fanlight. 

The use of sidelights in association with the front door was never quite as widespread. The presence 

or absence of sidelights related to the width of the hall – when the hall was narrow, there was not 

room for sidelights, and smaller houses tended not to have them (the hall was generally as wide as 
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the front door, and its surrounds, if there were any). Statistically, too, there was a positive correlation 

between sidelights and middle and upper middle-class housing (see section 2.5.2). While the 

popularity of eaves brackets increased with time, they were not as common as either fan- or sidelights. 

Eaves brackets were Italianate in origin, and the technology to mass produce them – the steam saw – 

was operating in Christchurch from the 1860s.39 Another change was in bay window form (Table 6, 

Appendix 4). Houses built prior to 1880 typically had splayed bay windows, and the rectangular bay 

window quickly became the predominate type from 1880.40 

 

There were also two changes to sash windows over time, which are particularly helpful when dating 

the construction of a house. My research indicates that, until c.1875, sash windows in Christchurch 

did not have horns on them (Figure 2-12; Table 7, Appendix 4). At around the same time, the standard 

number of lights in a sash window decreased from two to one (Table 8, Appendix 4). Arden and 

Bowman suggest that sash window horns could have had either an aesthetic or a structural origin, 

although most other sources argue for the latter.41 The structural argument is that, as the glass panes 

in sash windows increased in size (and the number of glazing bars decreased), horns were added to 

the upper sash to improve the strength of the corner joint and better support the weight of the glass.42 

Arden and Bowman do not give a date for this change in Aotearoa New Zealand, although they do 

suggest dates for the changing shape of sash horns.43 It was not possible to test the latter in the course 

of this research (due to the limited variation in horns observed), but sash windows with horns first 

appeared in Christchurch in 1875-79, although they were not common until 1880-84. Windows 

without horns persisted, however, and were found on two houses built in 1895-99 (Figure 2-13). The 

change in the number of lights in a sash window was a technological one, related to the ability to 

produce larger panes of glass.44 Two-light sash windows were used in Christchurch houses up until 

1880-84, after which single light sashes were the predominant window type. The use of single-light 

sash windows prior to 1875 is likely to be an indicator of wealth on the part of the builder. The only 

house they were used in was 73 River Road (see Chapter 3). 

 
39 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 90-95, 177. “Advertisements,” Press, 20 December 1862, 8. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 August 1865, 1. 
40 Just one house in my sample built prior to 1880 had a rectangular bay window, which was at 73 River Road 
and is discussed in detail in Chapter 3. 
41 Arden and Bowman, The New Zealand Period House, 143. “History of the Sash Window, Georgian, Victorian, 
Oak, Wooden”, Pembroke & Nash Traditional Timber Sash Windows, accessed 17 June 2020, 
https://pembrokenash.co.uk/history-sash-window/ 
“History of the Sash Window: Part 3”, Sash Window Restorations, accessed 17 June 2020, 
https://sashwindowrestorations.co.uk/history-of-the-sash-window-part-3/ 
42 Arden and Bowman, The New Zealand Period House, 143. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 107-108. 

https://pembrokenash.co.uk/history-sash-window/
https://sashwindowrestorations.co.uk/history-of-the-sash-window-part-3/
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Figure 2-12. At left, sash windows without horns and, at right, with horns. Source: K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 2-13. This house at 558 New Brighton Road did not have horns on its sash windows, and had two-light 

sash windows. It was a rental property, built in c.1899 by Harriet and John Snell.45 John was a dealer and, 

although he normally sold scrap metal and other waste products, in 1897 he was advertising the sale of 

building materials from the recently demolished Central Hotel, including sash windows.46 The Central Hotel 

was extant by at least 1863 and would not have had horns on its sash windows.47 It is possible that the sash 

windows in the house at 558 New Brighton Road came from that hotel. Source: K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 
45 Certificate of title 174/242, Canterbury, 1897, Land Information New Zealand. “Advertisements,” Press, 8 
October 1890, 1.  
46 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 9 September 1897, 3. “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 17 
November 1897, 3. 
47 “Public House Ordinance,” Lyttelton Times, 29 July 1863, 3. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 20 April 1865, 
6. 
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In the sections that follow, I discuss each of these four main house types – standard cottages, bay 

cottages, standard villas and bay villas – in more detail. This is based largely on the houses in my 

sample, but draws on other sources as necessary, and describes what these houses typically looked 

like. As will be seen from the associated tables in Appendix 4 (Tables 9-12), in some instances the 

statements about these houses draw on a small sample size. This is particularly true of the standard 

cottages and bay cottages, where often the extent of modifications to the houses was such that there 

was limited data about a particular feature. The information below provides the necessary background 

for the chapters that follow, which are somewhat grouped by house type, but also by time and 

occupational class, as these things intersect. The theme of class is explored in more detail in section 

2.5.2.  

 

2.4.1. The most basic of houses: the standard cottage 

There were 10 standard cottages in my sample, built between 1860 and 1900. Two were built prior to 

1875, one of which was heavily modified over time (21 Melrose Street). The other early cottage 

illustrates something of the temporal pattern outlined above, and how the status of the different 

house forms changed with time. This was the house at 25 Armagh Street, built in the early 1860s by 

the middle class Dugald and Mary Macfarlane (Figure 2-14). A cottage it might have in form, but it was 

a reasonably substantial one, being brick, two-storeyed, with 11 rooms, a cellar and, most surprisingly 

of all, a boiler for central heating (which was original). Dugald had started his career in New Zealand 

as a farmer but sold up, moved to the city, built a house and established himself as a wine and spirit 

merchant, a business he operated from his and Mary’s house – hence the cellar, or so the story goes.48 

Had the Macfarlanes arrived in the city 20 years later, there is no way they would have built a cottage. 

Instead, they would have built a villa. 

 

 
48 Christchurch City Council, The Architectural Heritage of Christchurch. 4. Cranmer Club (Christchurch: 
Christchurch City Council, Town Planning Division, 1985), 3-4, 7. 
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Figure 2-14. This was the house at 25 Armagh Street. Dugald and Mary Macfarlane built the right-hand portion 

(in brick) in the early 1860s. It was a classic saltbox cottage. The left-hand portion was built in the early 

twentieth century and remains standing today. Source: The Red House, Cranmer Square, Christchurch, August 

1966. Pickles architectural plan, Canterbury Museum. Ref. Plan 261.  

 

Twenty years later, the standard cottage had become a working-class house (see section 2.5.2). These 

later standard cottages were almost as basic as those in Figure 2-11 (Table 9, Appendix 4). Built in both 

the central city and the suburbs, most were clad in weatherboards, although there were two brick 

standard cottages – it is no coincidence that these were built by bricklayers (Figure 2-15).49 These later 

standard cottages were small, with an average floor area of 61.6 m2, and an average of five or six 

rooms. All were single storey. All of these houses had a hall and kitchen, but the function of the other 

rooms depended on the make-up of the family that lived in it. There might have been a parlour, or 

maybe a service room of some type (such as a pantry or scullery), in those houses that had six rooms. 

Or the additional rooms may have been bedrooms. Some of these houses had a villa layout, some had 

a cottage layout. There was a fireplace in the kitchen, and usually one of the front rooms – probably 

the one intended to be the parlour, if family circumstances allowed it to be used as such. There was 

little built-in decoration, whether on the exterior or the interior, with the notable exception of the 

house at 19 Willow Street (which is discussed in detail in Chapter 4). Curiously, too, the house at 36 

Bangor Street had (wooden) ceiling roses in almost every room. It was the only standard cottage that 

had any. None of the front doors had sidelights, highlighting the narrowness of the hall. The original 

sash windows that survived on the front of the house were typically single windows. These houses 

were lined with lath and plaster, match-lining or rough-sawn boards, and in one instance, all three 

 
49 18 Scott Street and 6 Short Street. 
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(not in the same room).50 Most of these houses were built by an owner-occupier, but one was a rental 

property and one may have been a speculative build.51 

 

 

Figure 2-15. One of the two post-1875 brick standard cottages in my sample. This one was one of three 

identical cottages built by Jane and Thompson Priest in the early 1880s.52 Thompson was a bricklayer, which 

presumably gave him access to relatively cheap bricks.53 The cottage had two brick wythes, or walls, joined 

together by the occasional brick. Unusually, the bricks in the internal wythe had been laid on their sides, rather 

than their bases, which would have reduced the number of bricks required, and thus lowered the cost of 

building.54 Source: Hawkins Construction Ltd. 

 

The standard cottage, then, was housing at its simplest and cheapest, with little room (or budget) for 

any extras. Many of these builders may only just have been able to afford to build – some of the stories 

outlined in Chapter 4 certainly indicate that this was the case. By their size and appearance, these 

houses would instantly have marked out the occupant as a member of the working class, and one with 

not a lot of money. These builders were just a step or two away from those who could only afford to 

 
50 948 Colombo Street. 
51 The builder built three identical houses in a row. These were sold not long after they were finished, but it 
may have been the builder’s financial circumstances that forced the sale, rather than his original intention (he 
went bankrupt shortly thereafter). 
52 Certificate of title 73/17, Canterbury, 1881, Land Information New Zealand. Davidtansell, “Thompson Priest,” 
Ancestry, accessed 23 September 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/33242565/person/272274964409/facts?_phsrc=KDU189&_phstart=successSource.  
53 Certificate of title 73/17, Canterbury, 1881, Land Information New Zealand. 
54 Matthew Hennessey and Katharine Watson, “6 Short Street, Christchurch: Report on Archaeological 
Monitoring” (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/33242565/person/272274964409/facts?_phsrc=KDU189&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/33242565/person/272274964409/facts?_phsrc=KDU189&_phstart=successSource
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rent. For some, it was a precarious existence, but others found a more settled life and still others 

prospered. Standard cottages, and the lives of those who built them, are explored in more detail in 

Chapter 4. 

 

2.4.2. A little bit fancy: the bay cottage 

Although there was considerable variety in the bay cottages, they were, in general, just a little bit 

‘more’ than standard cottages: a little bit bigger and a little bit fancier. There were 14 in my sample, 

five of which were built by middle class builders, and six by working class people. They were mostly 

built in the central city. Just one of the middle-class builders built their bay cottage prior to 1875, and 

this was the largest bay cottage in my sample, and one of the more decorative. There was another bay 

cottage built before 1875 in my sample, but the builder could not be identified (Figure 2-16). These 

two early bay cottages were distinguished from the others by being two-storeyed and by their splayed 

bay windows. The latter was, as discussed above, a temporal feature, but the former is likely to relate 

more to the general character of pre-1875 bay cottage, a period during which they were typically built 

by middle or upper middle-class people. The other four bay cottages built by middle class builders 

were all rental properties. 

 

The post-1875 bay cottages in my sample varied somewhat (Table 10, Appendix 4). They ranged in 

size from small (four rooms) to not-so-small (eight rooms), with an average floor area of 83.8 m2. They 

were all one-storey. They were generally clad in weatherboards, and one of the two that was brick 

was built by a bricklayer (the house at 15 Willow Street, discussed in more detail in Chapter 4). Most 

had a bay window, most had a veranda and several had both (Figure 2-17). Most had some form of 

external decoration, but it was typically fairly modest, such as a moulded door or window surround. 

Eaves brackets, eaves moulding, window pediments and window brackets were not common. There 

were fanlights above about half of the front doors, but sidelights were less common. 
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Figure 2-16. The house at 233 Armagh Street, built between 1869 and 1872. The builder could not be 

identified, but this was a relatively large bay cottage, having eight rooms. The bay window at right was a later 

addition and the windows in the splayed bay window were not original. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 2-17. While much of the façade of this bay cottage at 251 Salisbury Street had been modified in the 

twentieth century, the basic form of the veranda and bay window were original. Source: P. Mitchell 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Inside, most bay cottages had a villa layout, although one had no hall at all (the house at 5 Rees Street, 

discussed in Chapter 4). The number of fireplaces varied, and there were at least two bay cottages 

with only one fireplace. Most, however, had three or four, suggesting they might have been warmer 

than standard cottages (although there was more space to heat). The walls and ceilings were more 

commonly lined with lath and plaster than not, and match-lining was more common still (and a 

number of houses used both linings). Rough-sawn boards were unusual, but several houses did have 

wainscoting. Ceiling roses were not uncommon, but ceiling cornices and hall arches were unusual and 

plinth blocks non-existent. One bay cottage stood out as being particularly unusual. This was the house 

at 502 Selwyn Street, built by a plasterer and his wife. It came complete with ceiling roses in four 

rooms, ceiling cornices in six and not one, but two, hall arches (Figure 2-18). The number of ceiling 

cornices was the highest of any house in my sample, and particularly impressive given that the house 

had seven rooms and was otherwise a fairly ordinary bay cottage. And this was the only house that 

had two hall arches in one hall. Clearly, Thomas Moss was putting his plastering skills to good use – 

which just goes to show how a job in the construction industry could influence the appearance of your 

house. 

 

 

Figure 2-18. The two hall arches in the hall of the house at 502 Selwyn Street, built between 1880 and 1885. 

Source: M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Christchurch’s first bay cottages were fashionable houses. With advent of the bay villa, though, they 

became less so. The gable roof meant that they could never be built on the same scale, and thus did 

not suit the purposes of the middle and upper middle classes, whose wealth was growing and who 

were settling down into a more stable existence in the city. As this change took place, the bay cottage 

seems to have become the preserve of working-class builders. Regardless of who was building them, 

though, the bay cottage was, in general, a bit bigger and a bit more decorative than its square 

equivalent. A number of these houses are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. 

 

2.4.3. Building the same thing as everyone else: the standard villa 

Standard villas were by far the most numerous house type in my sample (N=51), and they often looked 

quite similar. This theme is delved into more deeply in Chapter 5. Those in my sample were all built 

after c.1875. Examining information about standard villas in the Christchurch City Council and Heritage 

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga heritage listings confirms that this was about the date that the standard 

villa began to be built in Christchurch. In size, standard villas ranged from small (smaller than the 

smallest standard cottage in my sample) to very large (the biggest house in my sample was a standard 

villa). The average floor area was 114.5 m2, and most had five or six rooms. It was also quite common 

for them to have eight, 10 or 12 rooms, and the largest had 18. They were generally one-storey, mostly 

detached and invariably symmetrical (Table 11, Appendix 4). Most of these houses were built by their 

owner-occupier, but a number were built as rental properties and a small number were speculative 

builds (Figure 2-19). They were predominantly built by people with working or middle class 

occupations, and only a small number of upper middle class people built them. They were built almost 

as much in the central city as in the suburbs. 

 

Standard villas were relatively plain houses, particularly on the exterior. Those in my sample were 

mostly clad in weatherboards. The decorative elements were typically fairly modest, such as moulded 

window or door surrounds, or other embellishments relating to the former (Figure 2-20). Most 

standard villas in my sample had one or other of these. Fewer than half had eaves brackets, but more 

had eaves moulding – a more subtle detail. Window pediments, brackets and windowsill brackets 

were not common. Fanlights, on the other hand, were the norm, and sidelights were also common, 

although not as widespread as fanlights. Some had verandas, some did not – the split was almost even. 

Where there was a veranda, it usually had fretwork, whether cast iron or wooden. Typically, though, 

they did not have bay windows. Inside, most of the standard villas in my sample had a villa layout. All 

had a hall. Lath and plaster and match-lining with both common lining types, with the latter being 

more so. Rough-sawn boards was not common, and nor was wainscoting or hall arches. Ceiling roses 
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were not unusual, but plinth blocks were, and ceiling cornices were somewhat more common than 

plinth blocks. Most square villas had between two and five fireplaces. 

 

 

Figure 2-19. This standard villa at 294 Hereford Street was built as a rental property between 1877 and 1884. 

The builders – Catherine and George Fletcher – lived on the adjacent section to the east.55 The first 

documented tenants were Henrietta and William Yaldwyn.56 William was an accountant, and Henrietta 

established a school in the house, known as Aorangi.57 Both school and house were subsequently taken over 

by the Misses Buchanan, and the school ran here until c.1916.58 For all its relatively large appearance, the first 

floor of this house was only one room deep. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 
55 Certificate of title 33/144, Canterbury, 1878, Land Information New Zealand. 
56 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 82. 
57 Ibid. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 May 1884, 7. 
58 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 January 1886, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 29 June 1916, 11. 
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Figure 2-20. A window from the front of the house at 463 Worcester Street, complete with a moulded 

surround and grooves in the mullions. This house was built c.1899 by Henry and Mary Green.59 Image: C. 

Dickson (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

There was an important subtype within the standard villas. This was distinguished by its half villa 

layout (which a bay villa could also have, although none in my sample did). These houses were typically 

long and narrow and often semi-detached, but not always. Half villas were distinguished from regular 

standard villas by being exclusively two-storeyed. Most of the half villas in my sample were built on 

the corner of Colombo and Salisbury streets (and four were built by the same person; Figure 2-21 and 

Figure 2-22). The majority were built in the central city and most, but by no means all, were built by 

middle class builders. They were also typically built as rental properties. These houses were generously 

sized, having between seven and 14 rooms (and an average of 11). To go with this, they had four or 

five fireplaces. On the exterior, they were no more or less decorative than other standard villas, but 

they did tend to have more ceiling roses and ceiling cornices, with most having a ceiling rose in more 

than one room. 

 

 
59 Certificate of title 85/3, Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. New Zealand Electoral Roll 
(Avon), 1899, 30. 
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Figure 2-21. The east elevation of the semi-detached half villas at 847-849 Colombo Street. The modifications 

to these houses (the balcony was not original and it was not clear whether or not the associated veranda was) 

are such that they bear little resemblance to their nineteenth century selves. Originally, these would have 

looked more like the house in Figure 2-22. These were two of the four semi-detached houses that Henry 

Bowker built on the corner of Colombo and Salisbury streets between 1892 and 1894.60 Bowker was a real 

estate agent, and built these as rental properties.61 These houses had 12 rooms each. Source: K. Webb 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 
60 Certificate of title 152/192, Canterbury, 1892, Land Information New Zealand. 
61 “Advertisements,” Press, 1 April 1893, 9. 
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Figure 2-22. The half villa built by Jessie and Peter Hyndman (Peter was, in fact, a builder by trade) at 855 

Colombo Street between 1877 and 1883.62 This had the most decorative exterior of any of the half villas, and 

had 13 rooms. Jessie and Peter subsequently built an almost identical, but slightly bigger, house next door at 

857 Colombo Street.63 Once it was complete, the family lived at 857 Colombo Street, renting out 855 Colombo 

Street (it is possible that they had lived at 855 Colombo Street while building the house at 857 Colombo 

Street).64 These houses were two of the few in my sample that had slate roofs. Image: K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

The standard villa was a plain sort of a house, particularly on the exterior. This, and the symmetry that 

characterised so many of these houses, means that these houses look very similar – there were, in 

fact, few opportunities on the exterior to differentiate between them. The plainness, the similarity 

 
62 Certificate of title 6/135, Canterbury, 1874, Land Information New Zealand. “Christchurch, Canterbury / 
compiled from data supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. Lambert, delt,” MapColl 
834.4492a 1877 3158, Alexander Turnbull Library. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1883-84, 69. 
63 The façade of 855 Colombo Street was 6.9 m wide, that at 857 Colombo Street was 10.3 m wide. The houses 
were 10.3 and 11.2 m deep respectively. 
64 Certificate of title 6/135, Canterbury, 1874, Land Information New Zealand. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office 
Directory, 1894-95, 168. 
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and the symmetry give the impression of builders who did not want to stand out from the crowd, a 

hypothesis that is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  This is perhaps exemplified by the fact that they 

chose to build a standard rather than a bay villa – bay villas by their very nature presented more 

opportunities for decoration than standard villas did, particularly when the bay had a gable roof. 

 

2.4.4. A little bit more fancy still: the bay villa 

Of all the types present in my sample, the bay villa was the most consistently decorative, outside and 

in. These houses were also generally bigger than the other types. Thus, they would also have been 

more expensive to build. There were 13 in my sample, the earliest of which was built in c.1880. Slightly 

more of the bay villas in my sample were built in the suburbs than in the central city, but the difference 

was small (Table 12, Appendix 4). Most were, however, built by owner-occupiers (Figure 2-23). They 

were also almost exclusively built by members of the middle or upper middle class, with one exception 

(which is discussed in detail in Chapter 6). These houses were all fully detached, and most were single 

storey. All in my sample were clad in weatherboards and were asymmetrical. The bay villa was not 

asymmetrical by definition – the double bay being a case in point – but most types were.  

 

 

Figure 2-23. This house at 272 Gloucester Street was one of the two bay villas in my sample that were built as 

rental properties (and one of the few with a side-draining centre gutter roof). The second was the house next 

door, at 270 Gloucester Street. These houses were identical and built in c.1885 (they originally had a veranda, 

but that on this house had been removed).65 Note the gable roof above the bay window, and the window 

brackets on the bay window. Source: L. Tremlett and M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 
65 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 3 February 1885, 2. 
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Most of the bay villas in my sample had a bay window, and most had a veranda. The latter generally 

had some form of decoration, whether it was decoratively shaped veranda posts or fretwork (Figure 

2-24). Some of the bay villas had a gable roof above the bay but others had a hipped roof above it. 

The gable roof provided more opportunity for decoration, as seen at 272 Gloucester Street, with its 

finial and pierced bargeboards (Figure 2-23). Neither eaves brackets nor eaves moulding were a 

common form of decoration. Almost all door and window surrounds were decorated with some form 

of moulding or beading, and a large proportion had window brackets (Figure 2-23). All the front doors 

had both fan and sidelights. The bay villas in my sample ranged from seven to 18 rooms, with an 

average floor area of 141.3 m2. All had a villa layout, and most had a hall arch. They typically had ceiling 

roses and ceiling cornices, and more had plinth blocks than did not – just. All were lined with lath and 

plaster, and a number also had match-lining in at least one room. Rough-sawn boards were unusual, 

however. A handful had wainscoting. 

 

 

Figure 2-24. The cast iron veranda fretwork at on the house at 123 New Brighton Road. The front door is not 

original, and nor is the glass in the fan or sidelights. This house was built in 1885 for Sarah and Thomas Beale 

and sold shortly thereafter in a mortgagee sale.66 Source: C. Staniforth (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 
66 “Advertisements,” Press, 19 December 1885, 4. “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. Certificate of title 103/222, Canterbury, 1884, Land 
Information New Zealand. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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The bay villa was not quite the antithesis of the standard cottage, but it was close. These were spacious 

houses that provided sufficient rooms for the specialised use of space. They were typically decorative 

on both the exterior and interior, although as the more detailed analysis in Chapter 6 shows, this was 

not always the case. The larger size and more decorative nature of these houses reflects the greater 

wealth of their builders. 

  

2.5. Using statistics to analyse houses 

2.5.1. Numbers: the statistical analysis 

Following Burke’s methodology, I undertook a statistical analysis to identify whether or not patterns 

in the data were statistically significant (that is, that any patterning was not likely to be the result of 

chance alone).67 I examined whether or not there were relationships between occupational class and 

the features listed above; between tenure type and the features; between house form and the 

features; between location and the features; between the layout and the features; and between 

symmetry and the features. This was to establish the full range of factors that might have affected 

what a house looked like. Statistical tests were then run to assess whether the resulting patterning 

was likely to be statistically significant or if it was just as likely the result of chance. Fisher’s exact test 

of independence (a form of chi-square test) was used for these purposes, for all features except those 

related to scale. For these, t-tests were used to compare the means. For the section size and floor area 

measurements, a log10 transformation of the data was carried out before the t-test was run. In order 

to assess whether or not there was any relationship between scale variables, bivariate correlations 

were carried out. All statistical tests were carried out in SPSS. Any statistically significant relationship 

discussed is significant to the level of p > .05. Relationships that did not meet this level of significance 

are not discussed. 

 

2.5.2. The materialisation of class 

Archaeologists have long been interested in the materialisation of class, and thus the potential 

interplay between class and housing fascinated me. There has been some fine-grained analysis of this 

relationship in both Australia and New Zealand, with Heather Burke analysing the relationship 

between class and housing in Armidale, New South Wales, and Jeremy Moyle undertaking a similar 

analysis in Dunedin.68 These were analyses that looked beyond merely the size or style of a house to 

 
67 Burke, Meaning and Ideology in Historical Archaeology. 
68 Ibid. Moyle, “House Style and Class in Victorian and Edwardian Dunedin.” 



66 
 

consider whether or not individual elements (fanlights, for example) might be associated with a 

particular social class – whether they might, in fact, symbolise it. Neither found strong relationships 

between these sorts of details and class. Thus, it is no surprise that, in spite of the expanded range of 

features I considered (neither Burke nor Moyle included internal features in their analysis and their 

analysis of scale was limited), I also found few statistically significant relationships between class and 

housing in my sample. In particular, the middle and upper middle-class houses in my sample were 

statistically indistinguishable, whether by size, form or decorative features (Table 13, Appendix 4). 

Working class houses, however, differed from those built by middle and upper middle-class builders 

in ways that might have been expected: they were smaller and plainer, although the differences in 

decoration were not marked, being limited to a handful of external and internal decorative features 

(Tables 14 and 15, Appendix 4). These differences are as readily explained by differences in wealth or 

income as by differences in class identity (and the implication of this is that the wealth or income of 

middle and upper middle-class builders in my sample was similar). In addition, working class builders 

were more likely to build a standard villa than a bay villa and their houses were more likely to have a 

cottage than a villa layout. The statistical analysis I carried out also indicated that whether a house 

was built as a rental property or for an owner-occupier had little effect on what a house looked like, 

beyond suggesting that rental properties were more likely to be semi-detached and have a half villa 

layout – which is very much a product of my sample (Table 12, Appendix 4). But there were no 

differences in terms of size, decoration or layout (Figure 2-25). 

 

None of the relationships between class and a particular feature were absolute. That is, there was no 

one feature that was exclusively, or even predominantly, associated with one class. It is possible that 

this is a function of my sample, but this is similar to the pattern found by Jeremy Moyle in Dunedin 

and thus suggests it was more widespread. What to make of this, then? Does the relative similarity of 

these houses, particularly with regard to appearance, reflect the breakdown of rigid class boundaries 

in European New Zealand in combination with the freedom to simply pick and choose elements of a 

house from a building catalogue, as Moyle argued? Perhaps. But more important was the fact that 

occupational class was only one of the factors that determined what a house looked like. 
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Figure 2-25. Some of the rental houses in my sample, which looked little different from the owner-occupier 

houses. Clockwise from top left, 22 and 24 Cranmer Square (only 22 Cranmer Square, on the right, was a rental 

property); 294 Hereford Street, 80 Wiggins Street and 172 Kilmore Street. Source: M. Hennessey, K. Webb and 

F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

In the chapters that follow, I recount the stories of various housebuilders in nineteenth century 

Christchurch. In doing so, I tease out the range of factors that can affect the appearance of a house: 

budget, wealth, family size and circumstances, availability, fashion, personal taste, wanting to blend 

in, wanting to stand out, a concern with appearances, colonialism, personal aspirations and ambitions, 

societal and cultural norms, the very reasons for building the house. Class is but one piece of this much 

bigger puzzle, albeit a fairly large piece, affecting the form and layout of the house for many builders, 

both of which are quite fundamental components of a house. But it was one of a number of factors 

and, for everyone who built, some or all of these factors came together in different ways to influence 

the final outcome. 
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3. MAKING A STATEMENT: HOUSE AND HOME FOR THE WELL TO-

DO 

 

It is no coincidence that the five earliest houses in my sample were built by members of Christchurch’s 

middle and upper middle class.1 At a time when most people were building small wooden cottages, 

these men and women were able to build houses that would stand the test of time. Most of them 

were not from particularly wealthy backgrounds by British standards, but the significantly different 

scale of wealth in early Christchurch meant that they suddenly found themselves in the upper 

echelons of society. This was a position derived not just from wealth but from the roles they took on 

in the emerging city. These men and women arrived with the resources to build houses that were 

generally large, architecturally distinctive and of permanent materials. They were different in every 

way from the houses most of the city’s residents were living in at the time: size, number of rooms, 

appearance, materials and decorative features. In this way, class and wealth differences were visible 

from the outset of the European settlement of Christchurch. 

 

Each of the houses described below was built on the outskirts of the nineteenth century city, on a 

farm, and each was quite distinctive in appearance – from each other, from other houses of the period 

and from the houses built in Christchurch in the decades that followed (Figure 3-1). In the stories 

below, I argue that each of the builders chose the style of their house carefully and deliberately. They 

had sufficient education and knowledge to do so, and the wealth to see those choices through. To an 

extent they were guided by fashion, but it was only one of the factors that influenced their decision-

making. With one exception, they each chose to build a house that was a statement about who they 

were and the role they wanted to play in the new settlement. The stories below explore the lives and 

ambitions of the builders in order to better understand both the people and their houses, as well as 

contributing significantly to the history of the early years of the European settlement of Christchurch. 

The order in which these stories are told is the order in which the houses were built. 

 

 
1 These houses were built in the 1850s and were the only houses built in that decade in my sample. One of the 
four couples who built these houses, Joseph and Sophia Brittan, were middle class. 
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Figure 3-1. The location of the 1850s houses in relation to the nineteenth century city (outlined in black). Two 

houses were built at 50 Heberden Avenue. Source: ArcGIS. 

 

3.1. Elite house building in 1850s Christchurch 

3.1.1. The labourer’s friend: improvement in 1850s Christchurch 

The oldest houses in my sample were an anomaly: these were two semi-detached houses built at what 

would become 50 Heberden Avenue, in the suburb of Sumner, in c.1853 for Burrell Parkerson senior. 

Burrell senior was a doctor, born in Norfolk to a milling family.2 If the size of his brother’s farm (in 

Norfolk) – 282 acres in 1851 – is anything to go by, this was a prosperous family.3 Burrell was, however, 

one of 14 children (not all of whom survived to adulthood), meaning any money may not have gone 

far.4 Burrell followed a different path in life from that of his father and brother, becoming a doctor 

rather than a miller or a farmer. He qualified as a doctor in 1827 and married Emma Mount the 

 
2 Burrell’s father was John Carter Parkerson, and his grandfather was James. Ken183, “Burrell Parkerson 
Doctor,” Ancestry, accessed 13 August 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/69179/person/24884192764/facts?_phsrc=RBn10&_phstart=successSource. “Thorpe 
Mousehold Black Mill post mill,” Norfolk Mills, accessed 13 August 2021, 
http://www.norfolkmills.co.uk/WindmillsN/thorpe-mousehold-black-mill-postmill.html.  
3 England Census, 1851. 
4 Ken183, “Burrell Parkerson Doctor.” 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/69179/person/24884192764/facts?_phsrc=RBn10&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/69179/person/24884192764/facts?_phsrc=RBn10&_phstart=successSource
http://www.norfolkmills.co.uk/WindmillsN/thorpe-mousehold-black-mill-postmill.html
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following year.5 What Emma’s father did is not known, but their marriage records refer to him as 

‘esquire,’ suggesting that he was a man of some standing (if not financial means, although that is 

possibly also true). The young couple settled in East Dereham, where Burrell “obtained a very 

responsible, important, and lucrative connection, being the confidential physician of many of the 

leading families of the county.”6 This suggests that the Parkersons are likely to have brought a good 

amount of money to Christchurch with them. Emma and Burrell had eleven children, all of whom 

survived infancy and most of whom survived to adulthood.7 It was the desire to provide these children 

with better opportunities in life that led the Parkerson family to emigrate.8 Complicating the tracing 

of what was otherwise a distinctive moniker, their eldest child was given an identical name to his 

father. 

 

Burrell junior and his younger brother, Richard Knowles Parkerson, were the first of the family to arrive 

in Christchurch, in March 1851.9 Burrell senior (still in England) had already purchased land in the first 

sale of town and rural sections in Christchurch (in February-March 1851). This included Rural Section 

144 (100 acres), in what would become Sumner, and Town Sections 1048, 1050, 1051 and 1052, facing 

north onto the Avon River at the west end of Oxford Terrace.10 By November, the brothers were living 

on the rural section at Sumner, in a cottage the buildings archaeology revealed to have been mud 

brick (one wall of it survived, incorporated into one wall of the c.1853 house (Figure 3-2)).11 Here, the 

brothers began farming.12 This property was known as Ingloss Farm.13 The rest of the family followed 

in 1853, with two more boys arriving in August and the parents and remaining children in October.14 

Just two months later, Burrell senior purchased a section overlooking the Avon River in the fledgling 

city, on Oxford Terrace (slightly east of the sections he owned).15 This came complete with a house 

(which is still extant, albeit somewhat modified, and is now the Pegasus Arms, at 14 Oxford Terrace).16 

 
5 Ibid. 
6 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1878, 3. 
7 Ken183, “Burrell Parkerson Doctor.” 
8 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1878, 3. 
9 “Otago,” Lyttelton Times, 15/3/1851, 3. 
10 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1 – 1 to 750 – Rural Sections Register, 220 (c.1853) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. David C. Retter, “The Expansion of Settlement in Early Christchurch, 1850-
62,” (MA, University of Canterbury, 1977), 105. 
11 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 8 November 1851, 4. 
12 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 14 August 1852, 12. 
13 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 April 1861, 6. 
14 “Christchurch,” Lyttelton Times, 27 August 1853, 7. “Shipping News,” Lyttelton Times, 22 October 1853, 6. 
15 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A – Christchurch Town Sections and Town Reserves, 244 (c.1850) 
CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. G. R. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary of Canterbury 
Biography,” P99, Canterbury Museum. 
16 CCC, “Former Dwelling and Setting – 14 Oxford Terrace, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage 
Assessment Statement of Significance. 
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For this he paid £375.17 Whether the houses in Sumner pre- or post-dates Burrell senior’s arrival has 

not been possible to establish. 

 

 

Figure 3-2. Part of the east wall of the houses at 50 Heberden Avenue, showing the remains of the 1851 mud 

brick house that the Parkerson brothers had lived in. This was extended upwards with bricks when the semi-

detached houses were built. The stone north wall of these houses is visible at left. Source: K. Webb 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

In 1853, a semi-detached house was built on the farm in Sumner, incorporating the west wall of the 

earlier mud brick cottage (Figure 3-3).18 The new building was two-storeyed, with a single gable roof, 

and just one room deep. It was primarily built of volcanic stone, with the upper courses of the external 

wall being brick, and the east wall mud brick (Figure 3-2). The combination of brick and stone is an 

unusual one, and the reasons for this are not clear. The stone, which was a red volcanic tuff, is likely 

to have been quarried from the cliffs nearby. The source of the bricks is less clear. They were 

handmade but had no frog mark.19 Bricks were being made in and around Christchurch from the early 

 
17 Ibid. 
18 The modern address of these houses was 50 Heberden Avenue. In the early twentieth century, a wooden 
villa was added to the east elevation (where the mud brick cottage had once stood), and the house became 
known as Wahi Ruru. 
19 The shallow depression on the top of a brick is referred to as a frog. Brick makers often stamped an 
identifying mark in the frog (typically initials), which was known as the frog mark. 
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1850s, with kilns operating in Riccarton, Papanui and Lyttelton by late 1852.20 English bricks were also 

imported, and this is another possible source.21 The mortar was a mud mortar, which would have been 

mixed on site. The internal wall that separated the two houses was brick, but the walls that separated 

the rooms were standard wooden stud walls, clad in lath and plaster (which is likely to have been a 

later addition, possibly replacing sarking or mud-and-stud walls, as seen at Cracroft House (see section 

3.1.3)). The fireplaces were also brick, but the chimney was stone within the building and brick above 

the roofline. The roof was reportedly Welsh slate.22 

 

 

Figure 3-3. The north and west elevations of the houses Burrell Parkerson built in Sumner. The veranda was a 

later addition, as was the building at far left. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The two houses were a mirror image of each other (Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-5). The front door was a 

large barn-style door, set in a round-headed doorway on the north elevation with double casement 

windows opening into the front room on the first floor above. Each house also had a door in the rear 

(south elevation) and another double casement window above this. There was also a casement 

window on the first floor of the west elevation, but not in the corresponding place in the east 

elevation. Inside, there were two rooms on each floor, with those on the ground floor being a 

 
20 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 November 1851, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 16 October 
1852, 11. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 30 October 1852, 3. 
21 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 March 1851, 1. 
22 CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Wahi Ruru – 50 Heberden Avenue, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council 
Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. Slate roofs were by no means unknown in New Zealand in this 
period. Nigel Isaacs, “Making the New Zealand House 1792-1892” (PhD, Victoria University of Wellington, 
2015), 183. 
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kitchen/living room and the hall (leading to a staircase). The two rooms on the first floor were 

bedrooms. There was one fireplace, in the kitchen/living room and this was a back-to-back fireplace. 

The only heating on the first floor would have come from the exposed chimneys. These, then, were 

very small and simple dwellings. 

 

 

Figure 3-4. The ground floor of the houses at 50 Heberden Avenue. Room 1 was a hall and staircase, and Room 

2 the kitchen/living area. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 3-5. The second floor of the houses at 50 Heberden Avenue. Rooms 3 and 4 were both bedrooms. 

Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Small and simple, but highly unusual in form and layout. While semi-detached houses were not 

uncommon in Christchurch in the later part of the nineteenth century, they were built as townhouses, 

and in situations where it is assumed that landowners (often also landlords) were seeking to maximise 

their return from the land. A semi-detached farmhouse is highly unusual, as there was no immediately 

obvious need to build one, as neither space nor profits were a concern. The layout of these houses is 

also unusual, and it bears no relationship to the standard layout of a Victorian house (discussed in 

Chapter 2). One possible design source for the houses can be found in the work to rationalise and 

improve the design of farm labourers’ dwellings in eighteenth century Britain. Daniel Maudlin argues 

that this was part of a bigger architectural movement of rationalised and improved design (the classic 
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example being Jeremy Bentham’s panopticon).23 Following the process of enclosure, Maudlin notes 

that a number of landowners built new villages for farm labourers, partly in response to an increasing 

concern about the conditions in which these labourers were living and often as part of wider 

‘improvements’. A number of architects and surveyors also designed model villages for farm labourers 

as part of these broader social and economic changes. One architect, John Wood the Younger, went 

so far as to publish a treatise on the rational design of cottages for labourers in 1781, called 

Habitations of the Labourer. As well as including a number of examples of rationally designed cottages, 

Wood also laid out his principles for good cottage design. These included that the cottage should be 

dry and healthy, warm and comfortable, convenient, built economically and, importantly for the 

current discussion, built in pairs, whether simply close to each other or semi-detached. This was so 

that the occupants could help each other in times of need – and because it was cheaper to build semi-

detached cottages than detached ones. Maudlin argues that the designs in Wood’s treatise were not 

in fact his designs, but “codified a building type that was a standard component of agricultural 

improvement in Britain by the later eighteenth century”.24 Maudlin also notes that Wood’s designs 

sought to separate work from home, meaning that animals were housed separately, and he promoted 

the idea that spaces should have a single function, rather than the multi-functional rooms of farm 

accommodation of the past.25 I have not been able to examine a 1781 edition of Wood’s work, but the 

1806 edition contains plans for houses with clear similarities to the Sumner houses, in terms of the 

simplicity of design, lack of ornamentation and the layout (Figure 3-6).26 Even more similarities can be 

seen in a plan published in J. C. Loudon’s 1846 An Encyclopædia of Cottage, Farm, and Villa 

Architecture and Furniture (Figure 3-7).27 This plan shows a pair of model cottages built at Shooter’s 

Hill, Kent, by the Labourer’s Friend Society. This society was established in 1830, to promote not just 

good housing for labourers, but also the provision of allotments for labourers, on which they could 

establish a garden (and it was this work for which the society was to be best known).28 In the allotment 

movement, and the forces that drove it (which were ideas about how to ‘improve’ the lives and 

conditions of labourers – and their morals, which were felt very much in need of improvement by the 

 
23 Daniel Maudlin, “Habitations of the Labourer: Improvement, Reform and the Neoclassical Cottage in 
Eighteenth-Century Britain.” Journal of Design History 23, no. 1 (2010): 7-20. 
24 Ibid, 8. 
25 Ibid., 9, 10. 
26 John Wood, A Series of Plans for Cottages or Habitations of the Labourer, Either in Husbandry, or the 
Mechanic Arts, Adapted as Well to Towns as to the Country : Engraved on Thirty Plates : To Which Is Added an 
Introduction, Containing Many Useful Observations on This Class of Building, Tending to the Comfort of the 
Poor and Advantage of the Builder : With Calculations of Expences (England: Printed for J. Taylor, at the 
Architectural Library, 1806). 
27 J. C. Loudon, An Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm, and Villa Architecture and Furniture (England: Longman, 
Brown, Green, and Longmans, 1846), 237. 
28 Jeremy F. S. Burchardt, “Land and the Laborer: Potato Grounds and Allotments in Nineteenth-Century 
Southern England,” Agricultural History 74, no. 3 (2000), 679.  
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typically middle class reformers), can be seen parallels with the ideas about self-sufficiency that have 

been held to characterise the expectations of many of New Zealand’s nineteenth century settlers.29 

 

 

Figure 3-6. One of the cottages in the 1806 edition of John Wood’s treatise. There are clear similarities 

between the layout of these cottages and those built by Burrell Parkerson in Sumner.30 Source: John Wood, A 

Series of Plans for Cottages or Habitations of the Labourer, Either in Husbandry, or the Mechanic Arts, Adapted 

as Well to Towns as to the Country : Engraved on Thirty Plates : To Which Is Added an Introduction, Containing 

Many Useful Observations on This Class of Building, Tending to the Comfort of the Poor and Advantage of the 

Builder : With Calculations of Expences (England: Printed for J. Taylor, at the Architectural Library, 1806). 

 

 
29 Miles Fairburn, Gael Ferguson and Ben Schrader all note the link between the allotment movement in 
England, improvement and the late nineteenth century state-supported development of workers’ settlements 
on the outskirts of New Zealand’s cities. Miles Fairburn, “The Rural Myth and the New Urban Frontier: An 
Approach to New Zealand Social History, 1870-1940,” New Zealand Journal of History 9, no. 1 (1975): 14. Gael 
Ferguson, Building the New Zealand Dream (Palmerston North: Dunmore Press with the assistance of the 
Historical Branch, Dept. of Internal Affairs, 1994), 44-45. Ben Schrader, We Call It Home: A History of State 
Housing in New Zealand (Auckland: Reed, 2005), 16-22. Miles Fairburn, Trevor Burnard and Erik Olssen et al. 
have all attributed a desire for self-sufficiency to New Zealand’s early European settlers. Trevor Burnard, “An 
Artisanal Town - the Economic Sinews of Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City 
Biography 1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury University Press, 
2000), 122. Miles Fairburn, The Ideal Society and Its Enemies: The Foundations of Modern New Zealand Society, 
1850-1900 (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1989), 42-48. Erik Olssen, Clyde Griffen, and Frank Jones, An 
Accidental Utopia? Social Mobility and the Foundations of an Egalitarian Society, 1880-1940 (Dunedin: Otago 
University Press, 2011), 252-253. 
30 With thanks to Jeremy Moyle for alerting me to this similarity. 
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Figure 3-7. These cottages were quite similar to those that Burrell built – the front door was in a different 

position (and there was only one external door), as was the staircase, and Burrell’s cottages had no entrance 

porch or pantry.31 Source: J. C. Loudon, An Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm, and Villa Architecture and 

Furniture (England: Longman, Brown, Green, and Longmans, 1846), 237. 

 

It is not possible to prove that Burrell Parkerson was drawing directly on rational cottage design when 

he built the houses in Sumner, but it is hard to ignore the possibility, and I believe that it is most likely 

that he was. Although not a farmer himself, at least one of his brothers farmed and both his father 

and grandfather were millers, which would have provided connections to the farming world.32 This 

context may have meant that Burrell was familiar with improved cottage design and keen to bring 

these ideas to New Zealand with him, to improve the conditions of those who worked for him. As Tony 

Ballantyne and Janice Adamson have argued, improvement was a key concern in colonial society.33 

 
31 Kirsa Webb independently reached the same conclusion about the similarities of this floor plan with that of 
the building at 50 Heberden Avenue. Kirsa Webb and Francesca Bradley, “50 Heberden Avenue, Christchurch: 
Report on Archaeological Monitoring” (Underground Overground Archaeology, draft). 
32 England Census, 1851. “Thorpe Mousehold Black Mill post mill.” 
33 Janice Adamson, “’Improving Our Condition’ - an Archaeology of Improvement in Taranaki, New Zealand, 
1841-1860” (PhD, University of Auckland, 2013). Tony Ballantyne, Webs of Empire: Locating New Zealand's 
Colonial Past (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2012), 242-243. 
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These houses would certainly have been warmer and drier than the typical cottages of the day, if 

rather dark. There is little evidence to indicate who lived in the cottages. The jury list indicates that 

James and Burrell junior were living there in 1855.34 It is also possible that unidentified farm labourers 

lived in the cottages, given that they could accommodate at least four people quite comfortably. On 

a side note, Richard, William and James would all go on to pursue successful farming careers, but the 

Burrells’ interest in farming ceased with the lease and then sale of the Sumner property.35 There is no 

evidence that Burrell senior ever lived at the farm. Given his sons’ subsequent careers, and the family’s 

stated reason for coming to Christchurch, perhaps the farm was established with the aim of giving the 

boys experience of farming in New Zealand conditions before they started farms of their own – or the 

intention may have been that this would have the core of a larger property, to be developed over 

time. 

 

In 1855, the land in Sumner was leased to John Parkinson, a commission agent.36 James was still 

recorded as living in Sumner in 1858, but where is not known.37 It is possible that he continued to live 

in one of the cottages, and managed the property for Parkinson. Two years later, Burrell senior sold 

the section he and the family were living on in Oxford Terrace, along with the sections further to the 

west (Town Sections 1048, 1049 (added to his holdings in 1853), 1050, 1051 and 1052).38 Quite where 

they went next is unclear, but in 1860, he purchased three sections just slightly further to the east on 

the same street – and located conveniently close to the new hospital (about to be built).39 Here, Burrell 

and Emma built a cob house, positioned well back on the sections, and looking north over the Avon 

River, with verandas that I like to imagine were gracious and sweeping, affording excellent views of 

the river and passers-by, particularly those promenading along the river banks (Figure 3-8).40 Certainly, 

it was described as “famous” in his obituary, for reasons that are not specified, presumably because 

they were well known.41  

 

 
34 “Jury List,” Lyttelton Times, 4 April 1855, 2. 
35 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” P102, P103, P104. 
36 Canterbury Land District Deeds Record Book – 1D, 1 (c.1850), CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
37 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 10 February 1858, 10. 
38 Burrell senior also made other land purchases and sales at this time, buying Town Reserves 4 and 5 in the 
1856 sale of town reserves. These were located on the south side of the city, between Durham and Montreal 
streets. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. Canterbury Land 
District Deeds Index – A/S – Christchurch Town Sections – Subdivisions of ‘A’ Book, 245 (c.1850) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Retter, “The Expansion of Settlement in Early Christchurch”, 152, 169. 
39 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
40 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” P100. 
41 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1878, 3. 
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Figure 3-8. In 1860, Burrell senior bought Town Sections 1037, 1039 and 1040, and built the house shown here, 

in 1877 (Burrell owned the land until May 1877). The Parkersons left not long after the public baths opened 

(in January 1877).42 Source: “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City Council and 

District Drainage Board ; T.S. Lambert, delt,” MapColl 834.4492a 1877 3158, Alexander Turnbull Library, 

Wellington. 

 

Not only was the house close to the hospital, it was even closer to the Church of St Michael’s and All 

Angels (number 3 on Figure 3-8). Emma in particular was a member of the church’s congregation. One 

of the few mentions of her in the newspaper came when she presided over a stall at the church, along 

with a number of other prominent Christchurch women, including Mary Rolleston (see section 3.1.4), 

Mrs Tancred and Mrs Mathias.43 Other than this, though, Emma is largely absent from the historical 

record. She would, of course, have run the household and been busy looking after her younger 

children. Given the family’s social status, she is also likely to have taken part in the ritual of calling on 

other women. Her obituary noted that she was quite heavily involved with the city’s orphanage.44 That 

no other mention of this was found in the newspapers of the day demonstrates how women’s 

 
42 Robert C. Lamb, From the Banks of the Avon: The Story of a River (Wellington: Reed, 1981), 4. 
43 “S. Michael’s Bazaar,” Star (Christchurch), 10 November 1870, 4. 
44 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 8 September 1894, 5. 
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activities were obscured in the official reports – or may be evidence that Emma was simply not 

considered prominent enough to mention. 

 

In 1864, Burrell and Emma decided to return to England.45 To this end, Burrell resigned from his job at 

the hospital, sold the land in Sumner and they sold their household goods (Figure 3-9).46 The presence 

of two different dining sets amongst the household goods – one described as “very handsome” and 

the other as “common” – suggests the Parkersons entertained guests to dinner, which Emma would 

have arranged. Presumably they rented out the sections in Oxford Terrace (given that they sold their 

furniture and the like, it seems unlikely that any of their children were intending to live there). Things 

did not go quite according to plan, however. The first stop on the journey back to England was Sydney, 

where apparently “urgent private business” led the couple to return to Christchurch – and to the 

house on Oxford Terrace, which must have been annoying for any tenants.47 And no doubt there were 

also some frustrations – and expense – at having to purchase a household’s worth of furniture, plates, 

cutlery, etc. The trip was not entirely in vain, however, as Burrell and Emma evidently discovered a 

liking for Sydney, and were to return there for a short period of time in the future.48 They lived for a 

while at Manly Beach, where Burrell treated poorer patients for no charge.49 

 

 
45 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1878, 3. Gordon Ogilvie states that Burrell Parkerson senior sold 
the land at Sumner not because he and Emma were planning to return to England, but because he intended to 
go sheep-farming. There is no evidence to support this. Gordon Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch 
(Christchurch: Phillips&King Publishers, 2009), 43. 
46 Canterbury Land District Deeds Record Book – 1D. 
47 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1878, 3. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” P99. 
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Figure 3-9. The sale of Burrell and Emma’s household goods in July 1864, prior to their proposed departure 

for England. While  two dinner sets – one for family and one for entertaining – would not have been unusual 

for a family like the Parkersons, two breakfast sets is more surprising. Source: “Advertisements,” Press, 7 July 

1864, 1. 
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There is an interesting side note here, about Burrell junior. Unlike his brothers, he does not seem to 

have been particularly interested in farming and, in fact, may have struggled to find his place in the 

world for a while. By October 1861, he was manager at John May’s brewery and the two would enter 

into partnership.50 It was not particularly successful for, as Edmund Burke noted, the two “were not 

hard business people.”51 They tried to sell it several times, and finally divested themselves of the 

property in 1866 (although Burrell senior was listed as owning the land in subsequent electoral rolls, 

so he may have come to the rescue).52 What is of note here is that the site continued to operate as a 

brewery from May’s time until the earthquakes, being the eventual home of Ward’s brewery (which 

had started life on the other side of the city, next to the Avon loop; see Chapter 4), where Canterbury 

Draught would come to be produced.53 The site is now being redeveloped as part of the Parakiore 

Recreation and Sport Centre. 

 

By 1869, Burrell junior was working as a house surgeon at the hospital.54 Burrell senior also continued 

to work at the hospital, where he was honorary visiting physician.55 He took on other roles, too, being 

the doctor for the women’s prison in Addington and a public vaccinator.56 Of note in the current times 

is that, in July 1872, Burrell senior administered free vaccines for small pox, funded by the Canterbury 

Provincial Council.57 The fact that both Burrells worked at the hospital was to lead to a tragic situation 

in 1875, when the father was present throughout the son’s struggle with and subsequent death from 

typhoid (this was the time of the typhoid epidemic in Christchurch).58 The papers of the day described 

Burrell junior’s death graphically, noting also that Burrell senior (and Dr Campbell) “were unremitting 

in their attendance.”59 

 

In 1873, Burrell and Emma put their Oxford Terrace sections up for lease.60 There were no takers, and 

they continued to live there until leasing the house and land in 1876, before selling it in 1877 (to 

 
50 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 26 October 1861, 5. 
51 William Ellison Messervy Burke, “Scrapbook [manuscript], 1850-1869,” Archive 320, Christchurch City 
Libraries. Burke was a Christchurch resident who wrote a manuscript full of observations about his fellow 
residents, not all of them charitable. 
52 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 January 1862, 5. “Advertisements,” Press 14 November 1866, 1. 
Canterbury Provincial Roll (Christchurch), 1870-71, 60. 
53 Macdonald, Macdonald Dictionary, M266. 
54 “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 27 May 1869, 2. 
55 “News of the Day,” Press, 1 October 1871, 2. 
56 “News of the Day,” Press, 20 April 1872, 2. “Board of Education,” Press, 7 January 1873, 2. 
57 “Advertisements,” Press, 20 July 1872, 4. “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 8 August 1872, 2. 
58 “News of the Day,” Globe, 3 May 1875, 2. 
59 Ibid. 
60 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 March 1873, 4. 
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another doctor).61 From here, the Parkersons moved to Hereford Street, although they were living in 

St Asaph Street when Burrell died in March 1878 (leaving an estate valued at £5000).62 Burrell’s will 

was a fairly standard one and there was little in the way of specific instructions, with the following 

exception: 

I give and bequeath all plate presented to me at any time as or in the nature of a Testimonial…unto my 

son Richard Knowles Parkerson and request that he will consider the same as an heir loom [sic] and will 

bequeath the same to his eldest son with a similar request for its future ownership and disposal.63 

At first reading, this struck me as amusing and that there was a hint of arrogance in the creation of an 

heirloom, especially one that memorialised oneself. But thinking about it more led me to a different 

conclusion, particularly given that no other objects were singled out for any kind of treatment in 

Burrell’s will. It began to strike me as poignant. This was a family who, like so many that came to New 

Zealand, could not bring everything, and each object that was brought had to be carefully selected, 

and its choice weighed up against what else could be brought (although the Parkersons are likely to 

have been able to bring more than most). Given that the family arrived early in the city’s history, the 

focus is likely to have been on practical items that could not be bought here. As such, it may have been 

the case that few items that could have been considered a family heirloom were brought with them. 

Alternatively, of course, such items may have been distributed before Burrell’s death, or left to Emma 

to decide what to do with when she died. But Burrell may have been seeking to establish a family 

legacy here in New Zealand with the particulars of his will. Emma was as invisible after Burrell’s death 

as before it. For the most part, her whereabouts are difficult to trace, as she is not listed in the street 

directories – it is possible that she may have been living with one of her children, or may simply have 

evaded the attentions of the directory writers. By the mid-1890s, she was living in Madras Street, 

where she died (intestate) in 1894, aged 85.64 

 

There is a curious coda to this story. In 1913, the so-called Sumner Estate was put up for sale.65 This 

had been surveyed out of part of Burrell Parkerson’s Rural Section 144, and included the stone 

cottages (to which a wooden villa had been added in c.1907).66 The bemusing aspect of this story is 

that much was made of Burrell’s ownership of the section in the somewhat overblown advertisements 

 
61 “Advertisements,” Press, 27 June 1876, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 9 September 1876, 4. 
Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
62 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1878-79, 56. “Death,” Lyttelton Times, 23 March 1878, 2. Burrell 
Parkerson Probate CH187 (1878) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
63 Burrell Parkerson Probate. 
64 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1894-95, 203. “Deaths,” Lyttelton Times, 1 October 1894, 3. 
65 “Sumner Auction Sale,” Press, 27 February 1913, 8. 
66 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Wahi Ruru – 50 Heberden Avenue, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. 
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of the sale. One advertisement noted that “The homestead, gardens, and grounds are admittedly the 

best in the district, the late Dr. Parkerson being one of the first body of colonists having chosen the 

best residential position in Sumner.”67 The fact that Burrell was long dead and had had no association 

with the land for close to 50 years was immaterial. From a twenty-first century perspective, the 

advertisement suggests more about the growing veneration of the first European settlers than 

anything else, something John Cookson has argued began in this period of Christchurch’s history.68 

 

I think it is safe to assume that, thanks to his farming connections, Burrell Parkerson senior was quite 

familiar with the movement to design improved and improving sorts of cottages for labourers. What, 

then, does this tell us about him? In the context of the time and place, it suggests that he was a 

forward-looking person who cared about those less fortunate than himself (as also indicated about 

the story of him providing free treatment in Manly Beach and, in Emma’s case, by her work with the 

city’s orphanage). These cottages would certainly have been more pleasant than many of those built 

by or for early European settlers, a fact perhaps attested to by their survival until 2011. For the 

particular time and place, too, the cottages are likely to represent a greater investment of time and 

money than the average timber house. As such, although small and spartan, these cottages in fact 

represent a degree of wealth – not to mention the wealth required to purchase the land in the first 

place. The construction of these houses also suggests a degree of preparation and forethought: it is 

likely that the plans for the houses came from England with one of the Parkersons, rather than them 

finding a local stonemason to build whatever he saw fit. These houses do not tell me as much about 

the Parkersons as some of the subsequent houses do about those who built them, but they do indicate 

the range of ideas about houses that came to New Zealand, and provide direct evidence of the 

transport of ideas relating to improvement. Less directly, the cottages were evidence of how Burrell 

and Emma Parkerson provided for their sons, so that they could improve their chances in life. 

 

3.1.2. Dreams of landed gentry aspirants dashed 

Catherine and Charles Fooks’s life really was not made easy for them by Charles’s father – also Charles, 

as it happens. But unlike the Burrell Parkersons, at least these two were distinguished by their middle 

names. Charles senior was Charles Berjew Fooks and junior was Charles Edward. Charles senior was 

not good with money, it would be fair to say. And in one particular instance, this would have a 

disastrous effect on the lives of Catherine and Charles junior, who would be forced to sell the beautiful 

 
67 “Sumner Auction Sale,” Press, 27 February 1913, 8. 
68 John Cookson, “Pilgrims’ Progress - Image, Identity and Myth in Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, 
Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2000), 25. 
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new house and the farm – Melcombe – they were establishing on what were then the outskirts of the 

city. Charles junior would have to return to working a regular job, rather than the life of an estate 

owner that he seems to have aspired to be. As it happens, this regular job was one that gained him 

considerable accolades, to the extent that his achievements are still recognised today. 

 

Charles junior was from a family of architects and surveyors, both his father and grandfather being 

members of this profession.69 He was born in Weymouth, Dorset, in 1829, and trained as an architect 

in London.70 He married Catherine Compton in January 1851, and the young couple – Catherine was 

just 18 – arrived in Lyttelton in the middle of that year.71 The Fookses were closely connected to Joseph 

and William Guise, the Brittan brothers, who were prominent figures in early Christchurch (Joseph 

Brittan is the subject of the last story in this section; section 3.1.4). Charles senior and the two Brittan 

brothers had married three sisters from the Chandler family (in fact, Joseph married two of these 

sisters – more on that in section 3.1.4) and it is likely that the plans of the Brittans inspired the Fookses 

to emigrate.72 Moving to the other side of the world was no doubt particularly appealing to Charles 

senior, who had lost a major court case in 1849.73  

 

Shortly prior to Charles junior’s arrival in Christchurch, William Guise Brittan had selected Rural 

Section 41 for him.74 This was immediately to the east of the new city, in the suburb now known as 

Richmond. It was an area that a number of prominent new settlers took up rural sections in, including 

the Brittans themselves. These sections combined proximity to the city with the chance to establish 

the kind of (relatively) large estate that these people would not have been able to afford in England, 

and was one of the cornerstones of the Wakefield settlement plan. Further, it also fitted with the 

middle-class ideal of the day of living at some remove from the city centre. Shortly after their arrival, 

Charles junior bought Town Sections 867 and 869, on the south side of Cashel Street, between Oxford 

Terrace and Colombo Street.75 Catherine and Charles junior established their first home in the city 

here, and Charles senior and his family (his wife Ann, and two daughters, Louisa and Mary) lived here 

for a time too (Figure 3-10).76 In 1854, Charles junior extended his land holdings, taking up the lease 

 
69 “James Mackenzie Fooks (1780-1824),” The Roberts Family, accessed 18 August 2021, 
https://sites.google.com/site/lazarusrobertshistory/mary-fooks-and-the-fooks-family/william-fooks-s-
children/james-mackenzie-fooks.  
70 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. 
71 Ibid. 
72 Geoffrey Rice and Frances Ryman, Cricketing Colonists: The Brittan Brothers in Early Canterbury (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2015), 14-15, 71. 
73 Rice and Ryman, Cricking Colonists, 229. 
74 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. Rice and Ryman, Cricking Colonists, 98. 
75 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
76 Rice and Ryman, Cricking Colonists, 109. 

https://sites.google.com/site/lazarusrobertshistory/mary-fooks-and-the-fooks-family/william-fooks-s-children/james-mackenzie-fooks
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86 
 

of Run 131, of 5000 acres.77 This was to become known as Fooks’s run, and was very close to the city 

(and Rural Station 41) and the land from it was quickly freeholded.78 During this period, Charles junior 

was working as an architect and surveyor (he worked for the Canterbury Association Survey Office at 

this time), and also as a land agent.79 

 

 

Figure 3-10. Catherine and Charles’s first home in Christchurch, on Cashel Street. Although annotated with “G 

B Fooks”, the accompanying text identifies it as being Charles junior’s house. The Union Bank later operated 

on this site.80 Source: Johannes C. Andersen, Old Christchurch in Picture and Story (Christchurch: Simpson & 

Williams, 1949), 396. 

 

In 1855, the Fooks’ new house was complete, and Catherine, Charles and their first child (Charles 

Compton81) moved to their country property.82 This was called Melcombe, after Charles’s place of 

birth, and was of 253 acres, consisting of Rural Section 41 and other land purchased subsequently.83 

 
77 A ‘run’ was a large parcel of land, typically numbering in the thousands or tens of thousands of acres, on 
which stock (mostly sheep) were farmed. Run formed part of the legal description of the land parcel (as seen 
here) and thus the resulting properties became known as runs (e.g. Fooks’s run) and those who leased (or 
owned) the land were runholders. They were – and still are – also referred to as pastoral stations, or simply as 
stations. L. G. D. Acland, The Early Canterbury Runs (Christchurch: Whitcoulls, 1975), 62, 379. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. Examples of land agent activity: “Advertisements,” Lyttelton 
Times, 21 January 1854, 2. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 18 February 1854, 2. “Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 18 March 1854, 2. 
80 Johannes C. Andersen, Old Christchurch in Picture and Story (Christchurch: Simpson & Williams, 1949), 396-
397. 
81 Each of the couple’s four sons were given alliterative names: Charles Compton, Alfred Augustus, Ernest 
Edward and Herbert Henry. None of the daughters were, and some of them did not even have middle names. 
82 “Births,” Lyttelton Times, 15 September 1855, 4. 
83 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 July 1861, 5. 
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Shortly thereafter, he sold up in the city (to his father).84 Given that Charles junior was an architect, it 

is reasonable to assume that he designed the new house. And what a house it was (Figure 3-11). 

Designed in the domestic Gothic Revival style, it was a highly decorative and an awfully long way from 

what most of Christchurch’s residents were living in at the time. Surprisingly, though, it had only one 

storey (which may be an indication of the state of Catherine and Charles financial affairs – they were, 

after all, only 23 and 26 respectively). It was brick, with a slate roof and ornate timber decoration. Like 

the bricks from the Sumner houses, these were handmade and with no frog mark. As such, it is not 

known where these were made or by whom. The house had been badly damaged by fire (as a result 

of post-earthquake vandalism) at the time of the archaeological recording, which limited the detail in 

which the house was able to be recorded (particularly its interior). The exterior of the house was 

decorated in the Gothic Revival style, with bay windows, Gothic quatrefoils above the front bay 

windows, Gothic pointed arches above and below some of the bay windows, multiple gables, 

decorative bargeboards, decorative timber work in the apex of the gables, finials at the apex of the 

gables, and cresting along the roofline (Figure 3-12). The house faced north, away from the river (to 

which it was relatively close), the Fookses preferring to look towards the mountains, out over their 

estate, and gaining the maximum amount of sun in the formal living areas. The front door was located 

in a porch, reminiscent in form of the entry to a church. This was positioned between two bay 

windows, and featured tiny wooden shields at the base of the gable above (Figure 3-13). The interior 

was lined with wooden panelling laid on a 45o angle. There was a veranda on the west elevation, with 

no fretwork but with decorative brackets. A chimney had been made a feature of on one of the gables 

above this, and the back of the fireplace was visible below. There was also an external door on this 

elevation, and another bay window. These bay windows were decorated in the same way as those on 

the front elevation. 

 

 
84 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
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Figure 3-11. The house at the centre of Catherine and Charles Fooks’s Melcombe Estate, in the nineteenth 

century, looking southeast. The front door was in the elevation at left, which faced north. This historic image 

has been used as the house had been badly damaged by the fire when the archaeological recording took place. 

Source: private collection, John Walter. 

 

 

Figure 3-12. One of the bay windows from the north-facing elevation, showing the Gothic quatrefoils above 

the sash windows and the Gothic pointed arches below them. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 



89 
 

 

 

Figure 3-13. One of the two small shields on either side of the entrance porch. Source: K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Establishing the exact extent and nature of the original interior was hindered by the fire (which both 

obscured evidence and limited access). Matters were further complicated by the fact that Charles 

junior made additions to the house for one of its subsequent owners – G. D. Lockhart – in 1862 (and 

additions made later still may have led to the demolition of parts of the earlier house).85 At least five 

rooms from the 1855 phase remained, and there are likely to have been several more (Figure 3-14). 

The internal walls were brick nog, a style of brick and timber construction that would quickly become 

obsolete in Christchurch (an early 1860s brick house in my sample did not have nogs in any walls; 

Figure 3-15).86 The extent of fire damage meant that little evidence of internal decorative features 

remained. One of the most notable features of the house had survived, however. This was a pair of 

folding double doors that connected the drawing room with the dining room behind it (Figure 3-16). 

However, the wall above these doors was lined with lath and plaster, indicating that it was probably a 

later addition (the walls above the original doors were brick). Moulded timber Tudor arches formed 

the ‘entrance’ to the bay windows and were decorated with moulded capitals. 

 

 
85 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 20 December 1862, 5. 
86 25 Armagh Street, discussed briefly in Chapter 2. 
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Figure 3-14. The floor plan, Melcombe. Room 1 was the hall, and Rooms 2, 3 and 4 are likely to have been the 

master bedroom, drawing room and dining room respectively. The northern-most room may have been 

another bedroom, while the small room behind Room 2 is likely to have been a servant’s room. The house 

would also have had a kitchen, and possibly a scullery and/or pantry. There may also have been additional 

bedrooms, and a study or office for Charles. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. 

Watson. 
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Figure 3-15. Looking in the front door, showing the brick nogging internal walls. Source: K. Webb 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 3-16. The folding double doors that connected the drawing and dining rooms. The lath and plaster 

above this door suggests that it was a later addition. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 
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In the years that followed the family’s move to the house, Charles junior described himself as a 

farmer.87 He was still taking on architectural work, however, designing Joseph Brittan’s house in 1856 

(see section 3.1.4).88 Geoff Rice and Frances Ryman argue that, by the end of the decade, the Fooks 

families, along with the Brittans, “stood high in the respectable elite of Christchurch.”89 It was not to 

last, however. In November 1860, Charles senior was charged with embezzlement in his position as 

secretary of the Waste Lands Board.90 He was found guilty the following month and sentenced to four 

years in gaol, with hard labour.91 In between being charged and being found guilty, he transferred all 

his land to his son.92 The following year, Charles junior was forced to sell not only his father’s land, but 

also his own, including Melcombe Estate, in order to pay the debts Charles senior had incurred.93 His 

father’s actions must have been galling for Charles junior, given that his obituary described him as a 

man of “honour and integrity.”94 Rice and Ryman argue that the scandal was disastrous for Charles 

junior’s career and that he moved to Ashburton as a result.95 Given that he did not move to Ashburton 

for more than 15 years, the latter is unlikely. Further, judging by the tenders he was calling for in the 

newspapers in the years that followed scandal, which were not only numerous but for prominent 

clients, the former is also unlikely.96 He and Catherine must have taken a severe financial hit, however, 

as the bank wanted Charles senior’s overdraft repaid.97 

 

By September 1861, Charles junior was advertising his services as an architect and surveyor, and the 

family moved into the city.98 At this point, everything seemed to be going nicely. Catherine soon gave 

birth to a sixth child, and she advertised for a servant, suggesting that the family’s financial 

 
87 “Jury List,” Lyttelton Times, 31 March 1855, 2. “Jury List,” Lyttelton Times, 20 February 1856, 2. 
88 It is also possible that Charles designed William Brittan’s home, Englefield. 
89 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 235. 
90 Ibid., 219. 
91 Ibid. 
92 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C2 – 751 to 1484 – Rural 
Sections Register, 221 (c.1860) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Canterbury Land District Deeds 
Index – C3 – 1485 to 2238 – Rural Sections Register, 222 (c.1860) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C4 – 2239 to 3004 – Rural Sections Register, 223 (c.1860) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
93 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 March 1861, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 April 1861, 5. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 11 May 1861, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 July 1861, 5. 
94 “Obituary,” Ashburton Guardian, 18 November 1907, 2. 
95 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 219. 
96 For example, the Rhodes family (“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 August 1865, 1) and John Grigg 
(“Advertisements,” Press, 3 April 1867, 1. 
97 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 235. 
98 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 7 September 1861, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 25 December 
1861, 8. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 August 1862, 6. 
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circumstances were not so dire.99 Charles was calling for tenders for various architectural and 

surveying projects, and he produced a wonderful map (Figure 3-17).100 This showed the central city as 

it was in 1862, including all the buildings extant at the time. I have used this map for years, but it was 

only during the course of this research that I realised that he had produced it commercially, as 

advertising for himself. Further, some businesses and other organisations are identified on the map. 

This, it turns out, was a privilege that had to be paid for.101 Once merely a useful tool, the map is now 

also an indication of how the enterprising Charles junior got himself out of the difficult financial 

position he was left in by his father’s actions. Also of note is that, during this period, Samuel Farr, later 

a prominent architect in Christchurch, worked for Charles junior.102 

 

 

Figure 3-17. Charles Fooks’s map of the central city, surveyed in 1862 and sold commercially to help alleviate 

the financial strain Charles senior’s activities had placed on him and Catherine. Source: Christchurch, 

Canterbury, New Zealand, 1862. ACR-3179, Christchurch City Libraries. 

 

During this first phase of Catherine and Charles’s life in New Zealand, Charles junior was involved in a 

number of community activities. Principal among these was that he was a freemason, as was his father 

 
99 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 26 February 1862, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 August 1862, 
6. 
100 Christchurch, Canterbury, New Zealand, 1862, Christchurch: C.E. Fooks, 1862. ACR-3179, Christchurch City 
Libraries. 
101 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 16 August 1862, 5. 
102 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 December 1862, 6. 
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(who had been a member for some 30 years).103 Both were very early members of the St Augustine 

Lodge in Christchurch, along with a number of other prominent citizens, including Archdeacon 

Octavius Mathias, J. C. Watts Russell and William Guise Brittan.104 He was also president of the 

Canterbury Farmers’ Club, secretary of the second cattle show held in the province and a trustee of 

the first church in Avonside – which he designed.105 This would subsequently be replaced by the B. W. 

Mountfort-designed Church of the Most Holy Trinity, which features in the story of Frances and 

Thomas Horsley, in Chapter 6 (this church was demolished as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes). 

To continue on this tangent, Charles junior was one of a number of Christchurch architects who, in 

1864, protested the failure of the London-based George Gilbert Scott to appoint Mountfort as the 

architect to supervise the construction of the Christchurch cathedral, an issue that raised some ire 

locally.106 Later in life, Charles junior and Mountfort would have a working relationship (Figure 3-18). 

 

 

Figure 3-18. By 1876, Charles junior had a working relationship with Benjamin Mountfort, one of nineteenth 

century Christchurch’s most prominent architects. Source: “Advertisements,” Ashburton Herald, 16 

November 1878, 1. 

 

In 1863, tragedy struck. Three of Catherine and Charles’s daughters – Alice Elizabeth (aged 8), Lillian 

(aged 3) and Ellen (19 months) – died within the space of a week.107 The sources disagree on the cause 

of death, with one suggesting typhoid and another scarlet fever.108 The scale of grief is hard to imagine. 

The family’s troubles were not over, however. In 1864, Charles (and Catherine’s) possessions were to 

be sold if they did not pay their debts (Figure 3-19).109 This must have been a humiliating experience 

for the couple, particularly given the relatively recent court case involving Charles senior and their loss 

of Melcombe. In addition, Charles junior was forced to give up his office in Lichfield Street.110 One of 

 
103 “Freemasonry,” Lyttelton Times, 27 July 1859, 4. 
104 Ibid. This lodge crops up again in Chapter 6. 
105 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 25 July 1860, 5. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F220. Rice and 
Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 232. 
106 “Report of the Cathedral Commission,” Lyttelton Times, 13 February 1864, 8. 
107 “Deaths,” Lyttelton Times, 26 September 1863, 5. “Death,” Lyttelton Times, 1 October 1863, 4. 
108 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F220. “James Mackenzie Fooks (1780-1824),” The Roberts Family. 
109 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 July 1864, 6. 
110 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 December 1864: 6. 
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the debtors who forced the sale of the Fooks’ possessions was Hargreaves and Co., for whom Charles 

junior had designed a building in Lyttelton the previous year.111 He was also in debt to a Dr Prins for 

£50.112 Charles junior was subsequently charged under the Debtors and Creditors Act, but the 

outcome of this could not be found.113 Charles senior, now out of gaol and operating as a merchant in 

Lyttelton, was in financial trouble again shortly after this, with one of the same people Charles junior 

owed money to, and I cannot help but wonder if this sequence of events was mere coincidence.114 

From this point on, Charles junior’s finances were secure (although the size of his estate at his death 

was surprisingly small). The family continued to live in Lichfield Street (although where is not known), 

and Charles took up new premises in the same street.115 Catherine had six more children (between 

1865 and 1877).116 Charles’s work continued to be a mixture of architecture and surveying.117 The 

surveying included a fair amount of work for prominent run holders, such as the Rhodes brothers and 

John Grigg of Longbeach.118 Amongst this was quite a bit of work relating to drains and water races, 

and it was in the latter that Charles junior was to truly find his niche, and for which he is still recognised 

today.119 Catherine was no doubt also very busy with the children, but may have found time for the 

calling expected of a woman in her position. Hopefully the family was still able to employ a servant to 

assist her. 

 

 
111 This firm was owned by the brother of William Hargreaves. William built one of the houses in my sample 
and worked for his brother for a time (see Chapter 5). “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 May 1863, 6. 
112 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 May 1863, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 July 1864, 6. 
113 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 15 December 1864, 7. 
114 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
115 Although the electoral roll lists the family as living in Cashel Street, the birth notices for the couple’s 
children indicate that they were born in Lichfield Street (e.g. “Births,” Press, 11 June 1867, 2. New Zealand 
Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1870-71, 51. 
116 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
117 For example, “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 August 1865, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 25 July 1868, 2. 
118 Ibid. 
119 Charles is listed in Engineering New Zealand’s Engineering Hall of Fame: “Charles Edward Fooks (1829-
1907), Engineering New Zealand, accessed 18 August 2021, 
https://www.engineeringnz.org/programmes/heritage/engineering-hall-fame/charles-edward-fooks-
18291907/  

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.engineeringnz.org/programmes/heritage/engineering-hall-fame/charles-edward-fooks-18291907/
https://www.engineeringnz.org/programmes/heritage/engineering-hall-fame/charles-edward-fooks-18291907/
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Figure 3-19. The list of Catherine and Charles’s possessions that were to be sold should they fail to pay their 

debts. The goods being sold included their household possessions, as well as Charles’s work equipment. The 

sale of the latter would have made it particularly difficult for Charles to re-establish himself. It is not clear 

whether or not the sale went ahead. Source: “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 July 1864, 6. 

 

In the late 1860s, Charles junior was commissioned to construct two stock water race schemes in the 

Ashburton district, one on the Alford Forest run and the other on Westerfield.120 The latter was a 

particularly large scheme, and cemented Charles’s reputation as an engineer (13 miles of this 

remained in use in 1975).121 In 1870 he wrote a letter to the editor of the Lyttelton Times, espousing 

the need to irrigate the Canterbury Plains in order to permit farming them more intensively (a cry that 

was in many ways echoed through until the early years of the twenty-first century, although by then 

the focus was on the ‘need’ to irrigate in order to develop highly profitable (but environmentally 

damaging) dairy farms).122 Subsequent to this, Charles developed schemes for the Malvern district and 

for more of the Ashburton district.123 These schemes were not without controversy, and one J. S. M. 

Jacobsen generously offered his unsolicited opinion that the loss of water from these unlined water 

races (due to the light, porous soils) would be too great and pipes should be used instead (see Chapter 

 
120 “Ashburton Water Races,” Press, 12 May 1890, 3. 
121 Acland, The Early Canterbury Runs, 141. 
122 “Irrigation of the Plains,” Lyttelton Times, 20 December 1870, 3. 
123 “Ashburton Water Races,” Press, 12 May 1890, 3. 
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6 for more on Jacobsen).124 Fooks also played a role in the drainage of the swamp on the Longbeach 

run, which was fundamental to the success of that property.125 I like to think that Charles junior loved 

his work and that it was in these water races and other surveying and engineering projects (and in 

small town life; see below) that he found his true passion. 

 

Charles’s work was increasingly in the Ashburton district, and he became involved in other aspects of 

life there too. He and Catherine and a number of their children would move there in 1878, settling 

next to the town’s domain (which he had helped lay out).126 Prior to this, Charles had been elected to 

the Ashburton Road Board and had established an office in the town in 1874.127 He had also become 

involved in horse racing and steeplechases in Ashburton, something that brought him into contact 

with Sir John Cracroft Wilson, owner of another house in my sample (see section 3.1.3).128 In 1878, he 

was appointed borough engineer for Ashburton, which no doubt precipitated the family’s move south 

and led to a lot of work on roads (he was also engineer to various road boards).129 By this time, the 

couple’s children ranged in age from one to 26, which is quite something. Two of their sons – Charles 

Compton and Herbert – joined the family business, but Charles Compton died in 1888.130 Small town 

life suited Charles, his obituary noting that he “always took a deep interest in the welfare and progress 

of the town.”131 As well as his surveying and engineering work, Charles continued to take on 

architectural commissions, including the Somerset Lodge (a masonic lodge) and the Ashburton Club 

and Mutual School of Arts building.132 He was also a churchwarden at St Stephen’s Church, and 

Catherine was involved in the affairs of this church as well.133 In addition, she was a keen gardener, a 

prize-winning embroiderer and “beloved by hosts of friends.”134 She was also involved in charitable 

work, for which she “was specially noted for good offices and untiring zeal,” although what this work 

was is not specified.135 Catherine died in 1901, not long after the couple had celebrated their golden 

 
124 “Correspondence,” Lyttelton Times, 17 May 1872, 3. 
125 “Ashburton Water Races,” Press, 12 May 1890, 3. 
126 “Obituary,” Press, 18 November 1907, 7. This was Charles’s obituary and stated that he moved to 
Ashburton in 1876. Catherine’s, however, indicated that they moved in 1878, and this is supported by the 
information in the electoral rolls (“Death of Mrs C. E. Fooks,” Ashburton Guardian, 19 October 1901, 3.). 
127 “Ashburton Road Board Election,” Press, 11 May 1874, 3. “News of the Day,” Press, 11 August 1874, 2. 
128 “Ashburton Races,” Star (Christchurch), 29 April 1875, 2. “News of the Day,” Press, 12 October 1877, 2. 
129 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. E.g. North Ashburton Road Board (“Advertisements,” Ashburton 
Herald, 17 September 1879, 3), Longbeach Road Board and Wakanui Road Board (“Advertisements,” 
Ashburton Guardian, 11 May 1883, 3.). 
130 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. 
131 “Obituary,” Press, 18 November 1907, 7. 
132 “Masonic,” Press, 31 December 1879, 3. “Ashburton Club,” Press, 5 May 1891, 5. 
133 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. “Death of Mrs C. E. Fooks,” Ashburton Guardian, 19 October 
1901, 3. 
134 “Death of Mrs C. E. Fooks,” Ashburton Guardian, 19 October 1901, 3. 
135 Ibid. 



98 
 

wedding anniversary.136 She did not leave a will. Charles died six years later, also without a will.137 His 

probate, however, valued his estate at £100, a surprisingly small sum.138 This may indicate that he was 

never particularly good with money, in spite of his engineering successes – or perhaps that he had 

already disposed of much of his estate (he had not been in the best of health for a couple of years 

prior to his death).139 His obituary noted that he was a cheerful person, held in high esteem by the 

community due to his integrity.140 

 

The house that Catherine and Charles built at Melcombe speaks to me of confidence. Of their 

confidence in colonialism, in Christchurch and themselves. This confidence is conveyed by the 

exuberant decoration of the house, but also by its position at the centre of Melcombe Estate. Charles, 

after all, was not a farmer and not from a farming background (although Catherine may have been), 

which gives rise to the question: what on earth was he thinking when he purchased the land? The easy 

answer is that he and Catherine were thinking of becoming members of the landed elite, a position 

they could never have hoped to obtain in England and one that was a key part of the founding 

principles of the Canterbury settlement. As members of the landed elite, too, they would no doubt 

have been able to afford to employ people who knew considerably more about farming, leaving them 

free to pursue other activities. In Catherine’s case, church and charitable works. In Charles’s case, also 

the church, but the freemasons too, and horses. As I said, this is the easy answer, but is it the right 

one, and what would have happened had Charles’s father not ruined these aspirations? Would they 

have stuck with farming? It may be telling that Catherine and Charles did not try farming again. This 

could be a case of once bitten, twice shy, particularly as the opportunities to buy land changed. 

Alternatively, Charles may have realised the limitations of his farming knowledge, and that he was 

better suited to other pursuits (which were, in the end, farming-related) and that becoming a member 

of the landed gentry was but a crazy dream. If circumstances had not forced Catherine and Charles to 

sell the land when they did, it would not have been long before the quickly spreading city did, at which 

point they may well have realised a tidy profit, enabling them to build a beautiful grand home on a 

large suburban section. Probably in Fendalton somewhere. 

 

But this house was built in Christchurch and I cannot ignore the style it was built in. This style was 

Gothic Revival, one that had clear connections with the ideology of the Canterbury Association, as Ian 

 
136 Macdonald, “Macdonald Biography,” F220. 
137 “Obituary,” Press, 18 November 1907, 7. 
138 Charles Edward Fooks Probate TUAR17 (1907) CH145, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
139 “Obituary,” Ashburton Guardian, 18 November 1907, 2. 
140 Ibid. 
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Lochhead has argued. This ideology was founded in the belief that, basically, industrialisation was 

ruining England, not just through factories belching pollution, but by leading to the general 

‘breakdown’ of society, by which was meant the collapse of the feudal system in which the church and 

the landed elite held sway. The founding principles of the Canterbury Association, then, were designed 

to establish in Canterbury a model of this pre-industrial England. Gothic Revival architecture 

developed in response to a similar set of concerns, with architects of the early nineteenth century 

such as A. W. Pugin arguing that Anglican churches must be built in an English style (there was a strong 

nationalist component to the rhetoric), and one associated with that pre-industrial era. Gothic was 

what they lit upon and, from this, Gothic Revival was born. It is no coincidence that the Canterbury 

Association approached two architects known for their Gothic Revival work – William Butterfield and 

George Gilbert Scott – to design schools and churches for the settlement, although the resulting 

designs were never built.141 As a trained architect, Charles would have been well aware of the 

antecedents of the style of his house, and I am sure he would also have been aware that the ideals it 

represented were also those of the Canterbury Association. Was building in this style part of a 

deliberate plan to get ahead in the new settlement, by obviously supporting the same ideas? It could 

equally have been that Catherine and Charles loved this style (and hopefully this was a major factor in 

their decision-making), but the possibility of the alternative explanation cannot be ignored. 

 

3.1.3. Subverting the narrative: all about Jane 

When people write about John Cracroft Wilson, his (second) wife gets little more than a passing 

mention.142 John was, by all accounts, a larger than life character. None of the descriptions of him go 

quite so far as to say he was arrogant (although one describes him as “vainglorious”), but I think it is 

fairly clear he was.143 My reading of his biographies suggests he was a man who knew his opinions, 

was not afraid to voice them and did not particularly care what others thought of them or him. He was 

descended from minor landed gentry, and held many of the worst opinions that stereotypes associate 

with that class – the Lyttelton Times described him as “Toryism on two legs.”144 His attitudes towards 

servants were particularly deplorable, even in the opinions of his contemporaries.145 Together, these 

 
141 Ian Lochhead, A Dream of Spires: Benjamin Mountfort and the Gothic Revival (Christchurch: Canterbury 
University Press, 1999), 22, 32, 39-49. 
142 For example, Gordon Ogilvie (Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch, 234-239.), G. R. Macdonald 
(“Macdonald Dictionary,” W599) and Tessa Kristiansen (Tessa Kristiansen, “Wilson, John Cracroft,” Te Ara – the 
Encyclopedia of New Zealand, last modified May 2002, https://teara.govt.nz/en/biographies/1w31/wilson-
john-cracroft). 
143 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. 
144 Kristiansen, “Wilson, John Cracroft.” 
145 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. Jim McAloon, No Idle Rich: The Wealthy in Canterbury and 
Otago 1840-1914 (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2002), 111. 
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https://teara.govt.nz/en/biographies/1w31/wilson-john-cracroft


100 
 

characteristics – and his experiences in India – earned him the moniker ‘the Nabob.’146 His biographies 

note, however, his kind-heartedness and genuineness, as well as his honesty. All of this – and the 

sheer number of things he did – make John a compelling, if not necessarily likeable, character. This 

was neatly summed up in his obituary: “The deceased Knight [he was knighted in 1872] will long be 

remembered as a generous-hearted, out-spoken English gentleman, and his name must ever occupy 

a prominent position in the history of the early days of Canterbury.”147 

 

But John’s wife, Jane. Because of John’s social and political position, Jane was one of the few women 

in my sample who was highly publicly visible, even if most histories ignore her, or consign her to the 

odd sentence. To try and right that balance, and to provide a greater insight into the lives of women 

in Christchurch in the nineteenth century, this story focuses on her, and the house that she and John 

built when they arrived in Christchurch. Her social position meant that her life in Christchurch was far 

removed from most women’s experiences of life in the nineteenth century city. Nonetheless, her story 

provides some insight into the lives of elite women, and the roles and responsibilities they took on. 

The broad outlines of John’s life are provided, sufficient to understand Jane’s life. 

 

First, though, I want to examine the role of another woman in John’s life: his mother. This was 

Elizabeth Clementina Cracroft, and the source of his distinctive name.148 ‘Cracroft’ was, to all intents 

and purposes, John’s middle name, but was just as frequently used as part of his surname. It was a 

name he bequeathed to all but one of his children (but Jane did not take it), and which would be 

bestowed on the house he and Jane built in Christchurch, long after his death – the house was known 

as Cashmere throughout the nineteenth century.149 The likely reason for the adoption of Cracroft as 

more than a middle name is that the Cracrofts were minor landed gentry in England, and thus there 

was a certain amount of prestige associated with it.150 One of this family’s ‘seats’, as it were, was 

Hackthorn Hall, a name that lives on in Christchurch in Hackthorne Road, located not that far from the 

house.151 The Cracroft family continued to influence John’s family, with several of his grandchildren 

 
146 Someone who made a fortune in India. 
147 “Obituary,” Lyttelton Times, 4 March 1881, 5. 
148 Nancy Roblin, “John Cracroft Wilson Sir,” Ancestry, accessed 24 August 2021, 
https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/112762582/person/282263203223/facts?_phsrc=KDU166&_phstart=successSource.  
149 Roblin, “John Cracroft Wilson.” “For Women,” Press, 29 March 1945, 2 
150 John’s maternal grandfather was the eighth child of Robert Cracroft (1703-63) of Hackthorn Hall's second 
marriage. Nicholas Kingsley, “(119) Cracroft-Amcotts of Kettlethorpe and Hackthorn,” Landed Families of 
Britain and Ireland, 21 April 2014, https://landedfamilies.blogspot.com/2014/04/119-cracroft-amcotts-of-
kettlethorpe.html. 
151 Ibid. 
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given Cracroft family names.152 The grandchildren were Cracroft Wilson too.153 There is one final 

element to the Cracroft story. John was not the only member of this family who came to New Zealand. 

The other was Sarah Cracroft, a niece who arrived in Christchurch in 1866 and would subsequently 

marry Charles John Harper, one of the sons of Bishop Harper.154 Harper was a farmer and a local body 

politician, and named one of his properties Hackthorne.155 While on the topic of John’s parents, it is 

worth noting that his father was a wealthy man, too. When he died (in England), his estate was valued 

at £25,000.156 

 

John Cracroft Wilson was a true colonialist. He was born in India in 1808, the son of a judge in the 

Madras Civil Service.157 He was educated in England before returning to India with Elizabeth (née 

Wall), his first wife, and joining the civil service.158 Elizabeth died in 1843, by which time the couple 

had eight children and John was rising up the ranks of the Indian civil service.159 He remarried the 

following year, to Jane Torrie Greig.160 By 1853, his health was not good and he and Jane left India for 

Lyttelton (via Australia), where they arrived in April 1854. 161 John and Jane were accompanied by one 

of John’s daughters, a number of Indians and quite an array of plants, seeds and livestock (although 

large quantities of stock died on the rather terrible voyage between Australia and New Zealand).162  

 

In the brief period that John spent in Canterbury before returning to India, he set about establishing 

a life in the province. He was granted 168 acres at the foot of the Port Hills, established the Cracroft 

run and took over the lease of the Broadlands and Highpeak runs, bringing his total landholdings to 

some 88,000 acres, making him one of the largest landowners in the province.163 The land below the 

Port Hills was where Jane and John established their new home, with construction of their house 

underway by 1855.164 He named this property Cashmere, after one of his favourite hill stations in India, 

 
152 Such as Waldegrave and Amcotts. Kingsley, “Cracroft-Amcotts.” Nancy Roblin, “Alexander Cracroft Wilson,” 
Ancestry, accessed 24 August 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/112762582/person/282263204476/facts.  
153 Roblin, “John Cracroft Wilson.” 
154 Patrick Cracroft-Brennan, Three Black Birds: The 900 Year History of a Lincolnshire Family. Volume III – Late 
Hackthorn (Heraldic Media: London, 2003), 11.  
155 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” H183. “Shipping,” Lyttelton Times, 20 September 1866, 2. 
156 England and Wales National Probate Calendar (Index of Wills and Administrations), 1863. 
157 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. 
158 Ibid. 
159 Ibid. 
160 Ibid. 
161 Kristiansen, “Wilson, John Cracroft.” 
162 Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch, 162. 
163 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. Acland, Early Canterbury Runs, 51, 142-43, 232. 
164 In 1945, when the house was gifted to the Girl Guides Association, it was renamed Cracroft House. “For 
Women,” Press, 29 March 1945, 2. “Supreme Court,” Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1859, 4. 
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having bought this particular parcel of land to preserve nearby forest.165 For the English living in India, 

these hill stations were associated with escaping the heat and disease they were otherwise subject to, 

and James Beattie has argued that, in doing so, Wilson chose a name associated with “retreat, 

recovery and refuge.”166 Some of this land was swampy and known to Ngāi Tahu as Waimōkihi or 

Omōkihi. This was also the name of the upper reaches of the Ōpāwaho (Heathcote) River – Jane and 

John would build their house on the true right of this river. The river was part of an important network 

of trails that Ngāi Tahu used, and a kāinga mahinga kai (food-gathering place), being a source of 

numerous freshwater fish, waterfowl and plants.167 European purchase and occupation of this land 

would end Ngāi Tahu access to these resources. John himself was actively involved in the work to drain 

the swamp.168 

 

Following his return to India in 1855, John was active in putting down the Indian Revolution, work for 

which he was knighted in 1872 (Order of the Star of India), after which Jane became Lady Jane 

Wilson.169 John and Jane came back to Christchurch in 1859, to Cashmere, where they would live out 

the rest of their days.170 John was a man of huge energy. Not only did he own (or lease) numerous 

properties (on which he employed managers), he was also politically active, holding positions for 

various electorates in the House of Representatives and the Canterbury Provincial Council in the 1860s 

and 1870s, as well as being chair of the Amuri County Council (after he had taken up the Culverden 

run).171 In addition, he was involved in a range of local organisations and companies, including the 

Canterbury Saleyards Company, the Canterbury A & P Association, the Acclimatisation Society, the 

local volunteers (a military organisation), several schools and various musical societies (he was a keen 

flautist).172 He was also an active horse breeder. Macdonald recorded that John Cracroft Wilson 

achieved his plan “to purchase a noble landed property and entail it on his eldest son”.173 

 

 
165 James John Beattie, “Making Home, Making Identity: Asian Garden Making in New Zealand, 1850s-1930s,” 
Studies in the History of Gardens & Designed Landscapes 31, no. 2 (2011): 140. 
166 Ibid., 140, 141. 
167 Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, “Atlas – Cultural Mapping Project”, Ngāi Tahu Kā Huru Manu, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi 
Tahu, accessed 15 January 2022, https://www.kahurumanu.co.nz/atlas  
168 Ibid. 
169 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. 
170 Ibid. 
171 Ibid. 
172 Ibid. 
173 This was Frederick. Ironically, he was the only one of John’s children not given the Cracroft name. Ibid. 
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Jane was born in the Shetland Islands and went to India at the age of 18.174 Quite why she went is not 

known, and there is little information available about her family.175 In 1844, aged 21, she married the 

recently widowed John (aged 36), gaining five or six children at the same time (one of Elizabeth and 

John’s children died in 1844, and two had died prior to this).176 Jane and John would not have any 

children of their own. The family remained in India until 1854, when Jane, John and one of the children, 

Emma, made the voyage to New Zealand.177 John returned to India in May 1855, leaving Jane to 

manage his affairs until the arrival of Frederick (his eldest son) from England.178 Given that John 

employed managers on each of his properties, it is not clear what tasks Jane was entrusted with, but 

I like to think that she had some form of managerial oversight, dealing with the very same queries that 

John would have dealt with had he been there. There is no evidence to indicate whether or not this 

was the case. It is possible that she took an active role in supervising the construction of her new 

home, work on which was underway by at least 1855.179 This is the house that is in my sample, 

originally called Cashmere and more recently known as Cracroft House. 

 

Curiously, in January 1855, John put up a number of household goods up for sale (Figure 3-20). These 

were described as “household sundries”.180 These might have been items Jane and John found surplus 

to the requirements in their new home. Most of these items seem delightfully eccentric from a twenty-

first century perspective. There were decanter stands (but no decanters), wine labels (but no wine), 

muffiniers (a sugar caster) and sketches of tiger hunting, amongst more mundane items such as books, 

shoes, a table and rugs.181 Not only does the list indicate what might have been surplus to 

requirements, it also indicates what Jane, John and Emma thought might have been necessary in 

Christchurch. 

 

 
174 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 19 February 1895, 2. 
175 One possibility is that it was specifically to find a husband, as documented by Anne de Courcy. Anne de 
Courcy, The Fishing Fleet: Husband-Hunting in the Raj (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2012). 
176 Roblin, “John Cracroft Wilson.” 
177 “Shipping News,” Lyttelton Times, 15 April 1854, 6. 
178 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 19 February 1895, 2. 
179 “Supreme Court,” Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1859, 4. 
180 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 January 1855, 6. 
181 Ibid. 
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Figure 3-20. The assortment of goods put up for sale in 1855. Source: “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 

January 1855, 6. 

 

The house that Jane and John built at Cashmere was a relatively plain one, two-storeyed, with a 

thatched roof (the thatched roof was later replaced with shingles, then pan iron by the 1870s;182 Figure 

3-21). It was built primarily of mud bricks, with red bricks used in the west wall and as the first course 

at the base of each of the external walls (to prevent rising damp; Figure 3-22).183 The mud bricks were 

made on-site by the Indian labourers Jane and John had brought to New Zealand with them and the 

crudeness of the red bricks indicates it is likely that they were also made on site.184 The bricks were 

mortared together with a cob mixture (earth, clay and sand) and the exterior of the walls covered with 

a thick layer of mud plaster, over which was a thin layer of mud plaster.185 There was timber cladding 

in the east and west gable ends. The internal ground floor walls were also mud brick, while the first 

floor internal walls were mud and stud, the ‘mud’ component being a cob mixture similar to that used 

 
182 Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch, 235, 236. 
183 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 45. 
184 “Supreme Court”, Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1859, 4. 
185 Ian Hill, “151 Cashmere Road, Christchurch: Report on Archaeological Monitoring” (Underground 
Overground Archaeology, 2012), 16, 18, 19. 
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for making the mud bricks.186 Jane and John’s house, then, was built from materials close to hand. The 

earth required could easily have been quarried on site and the Port Hills were an excellent source of 

clay for brick making, as the subsequent development of Christchurch’s brick making industry 

demonstrates. The sand would have come from slightly further afield. Rather than buy bricks (or use 

timber), the couple chose instead to use their labourers to manufacture the fabric required for the 

house. Presumably this saved them money and their return to India would have meant that the time 

required to make the bricks and build the house was not of concern.187 At the time of recording, the 

house had two sets of sash windows on each side of the front door, opening out onto the veranda 

from the two front rooms. An 1870s photograph indicates that these had replaced French doors 

(Figure 3-23).188 Above the veranda were three dormers (with casement windows), each with a finial 

and decorative bargeboards (Figure 3-23). The front door had both fan and sidelights and is reported 

to have been widened, although no source is given for this information.189 The same source indicates 

that the veranda was also a later addition, although it was extant by the 1870s.190 

 

 
186 Ibid., 25-27. 
187 The bricks would have required drying for up to two months. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 45. 
188 Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch, 235. The quality of this image is such that it is not suitable to 
reproduce it here and the original could not be located. 
189 Ibid., 236. 
190 Ibid., 235, 236. 
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Figure 3-21. The north-facing elevation of Cracroft House. The bay windows on the east and west elevations 

had been added towards the end of the nineteenth century, the front door enlarged, 191 and the sash windows 

had replaced French doors. Removal of the pan iron on the roof revealed the shingles underneath, which are 

believed to have replaced the original thatch roof. The fire escapes were a later addition. Source: K. Webb 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

 

 
191 Ogilvie, The Port Hills of Christchurch, 236. 
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Figure 3-22. The red (top) and mud (bottom) bricks that were used in the walls of Cracroft House. Note the 

rough shape of these, compared to commercially made bricks. These bricks were typically 300 x 150 x 100 mm 

in size, and weighed approximately 7 kg.192 Source: I. Hill (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 3-23. The dormer and (replacement) sash windows. The original doorsteps were left in situ when the 

windows replaced the French doors. 

 

 
192 Hill, “151 Cashmere Road, Christchurch,” 16. 
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At the time of archaeological recording, Cracroft House had 10 rooms, but it had had more than this 

originally (Figure 3-24 and Figure 3-25). The lean-to at the rear of the house had been modified several 

times over its history, and its exact extent and the internal layout is not known. This is likely to have 

housed service rooms, including at least a kitchen and probably a scullery and/or pantry. The five 

rooms that remained extant on the ground floor were the central hall with four rooms opening off it, 

all of which had fireplaces (of mud and red brick). The two front rooms on the ground floor are likely 

to have been the drawing and dining room, where Jane and John would have entertained guests. In 

particular, Jane would have received calls in the drawing room. Unlike the drawing and dining room 

at Linwood House (see section 3.1.4), those at Cracroft House had no ceiling decoration – just as the 

exterior of the latter was plainer than that of the former, so too was the interior, at least with regards 

to built-in decoration. There is no direct evidence of what the rooms behind the drawing and dining 

room were, but information about other elite Christchurch houses built in the nineteenth century 

suggests that they are likely to have been a morning or breakfast room (hopefully on the east side of 

the house) and perhaps an office or a study for John. Professional men of the nineteenth century 

typically had offices in the city (with the exception of doctors and ministers of religion), and there was 

a strong middle class trend to separate work and home, but John was neither a professional nor middle 

class, and thus the ideas of the latter would have been somewhat irrelevant to him.193 He would 

presumably have needed space somewhere from which to run his affairs (although I am certain he 

was a man who liked neither paper work nor sitting down – I suspect him of impatience, but could be 

quite wrong), and the Armson Collins plans indicate that it was not unusual for the elite to have offices 

in their houses.194 Alternatively, it could have been a library, a billiards room or a smoking room. 

 

 
193 Jane Hamlett, Material Relations: Domestic Interiors and Middle-Class Families in England, 1850-1910 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2010), 36. John Tosh, A Man's Place: Masculinity and the Middle-
Class Home in Victorian England (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999), 4, 6. 
194 For example, Arthur T. Chapman – house – No. 1 (1885), 159650, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural 
Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library; E. M. Dawe Esq house No 1 (1897), 158816, MB 1418 Armson – 
Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library; Mrs J. Little house – No. 1 (1896), 158825, 
MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 



109 
 

 

Figure 3-24. The ground floor, Cracroft House. Room 1 was the hall, and Rooms 2 and 5 would have been the 

drawing and dining rooms. The function of Rooms 3 and 4 are not known, but could have included a morning 

or breakfast room, an office or study or a library, amongst other possibilities. The rear wall of the lean-to had 

been demolished and replaced in the later part of the nineteenth century (based on the bricks used in the 

wall) and the layout of the rooms here had been changed in the later twentieth century (based on the use of 

tanalised timber). 
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Figure 3-25. The first floor, Cracroft House. Room 6 was the hall and the other rooms were all bedrooms. 

 

The layout on the first floor was the same as that on the ground floor (albeit without the lean-to), 

although one room was an odd shape (Room 7). These rooms were a landing/hall and four bedrooms, 

and the ceilings followed the roofline of the house. While four bedrooms might seem excessive for 

two people, two of John’s sons (and their families) lived at the house at different times and other 

guests stayed for lengthy periods (see below). The original internal ground floor doors that survived 

had six panels, while those on the first floor were four-panel. There were no servants’ rooms at the 

time of recording, perhaps because Jane and John provided separate accommodation for them. From 

1870, at least some of their servants lived in purpose-built quarters on the property. This building still 

stands and is today known as the Old Stone House.195 An 1867 visitor to the property, however, 

 
195 CCC, “Former Cashmere Servants’ Quarters and Setting – 30 Shalamar Drive, 8 Holmcroft Court, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. HNZPT, “Cracroft 
House Servants Quarters (Former),” Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, last modified 10 September 2004, 
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/3104. 
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implied that the couple’s English servants lived in Cracroft House, while their Indian servants (a 

number of whom had Māori wives) lived in huts on the property.196 

 

For all its size, Cracroft House was particularly plain. Stylistically, it was what Salmond (drawing on the 

work of J. M. Freeland) calls “stripped-down Georgian”.197 This was a style that evolved in early 

nineteenth century Sydney, drawing on the Georgian style then in vogue in England that lent itself to 

early colonial conditions. In Australia, the veranda was added to the style, giving it a particularly 

colonial appearance. From here it was transferred to New Zealand.198 Salmond argues that this was 

one of a number of ‘English Colonial’ styles (the other major one in New Zealand being a variation of 

English Regency).199 Jane and John’s house shared a number of features with colonial Georgian houses, 

including the symmetry, the casement windows, the dormers and the veranda, along with the French 

doors that opened onto this. Inside, the six-panel doors were also a Georgian feature, albeit one that 

had fallen out of favour in the 1840s.200 The Wilsons’ decision to use these doors on the ground floor 

(rather than out of sight on the first floor) suggests that they were more concerned about the style of 

the house being cohesive than how fashionable it was. The main difference between Cracroft House 

and other colonial Georgian houses in New Zealand, such as the Kerikeri and Te Waimate mission 

houses, was the roof. Colonial Georgian houses typically had a hipped roof, while Cracroft House had 

a gable roof, and the relationship between the roof and the veranda was an unusual one – they were 

essentially one structure (and thus of the same pitch), rather than being separate, as was more 

typically the case. This had a significant effect on the appearance of the house, rendering it perhaps 

less graceful than its hipped roof equivalents. In its style, then, Cracroft House was as much a product 

of colonialism as John at least was (and as Jane and John’s marriage may have been). It had 

recognisably English antecedents, but these had been reshaped and reformed by colonialism. What is 

intriguing about the style of the house is that, in spite of John’s avowed intention to establish “a noble 

landed estate”, Cracroft House did not reflect the styles of house that might have been expected on 

such an estate, and nor was it particularly grand, impressive or decorative (unlike the houses of the 

Fooks and Brittan families – see the following section).201 In fact, the house shared much of the 

simplicity of the houses that most early European migrants to Christchurch built, although it was very 

different in size. 

 
196 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” W599. 
197 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 80.  
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200 Ibid., 70. 
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By the time Jane and John returned from India in 1859, with quite a number of Indian servants, the 

house was complete.202 It was to become “the social centre for the south side of town” and Jane and 

John were well-known for their hospitality.203 While much of this hospitality no doubt revolved around 

private entertainment, such as calling, dinners and balls, they also paid host to numerous picnics over 

the years, which were reported in the papers.204 These included picnics for the city’s German residents, 

cabmen, coal and timber merchants, school children, bakers and butchers.205 One year the butchers 

were lucky enough to be supplied with milk and champagne by the Wilsons – a somewhat curious 

combination.206 Some of these groups were hosted on an annual basis.207 Of course, the attendees 

would never have entered the house, and exactly where on the 168 acre property the picnics took 

place is not known. 

 

The couple threw themselves into life in Christchurch. John was much occupied with his properties 

and politics, not to mention the volunteers, horses and education. I had expected Jane’s involvement 

to revolve around ‘good works’. She certainly did some of these, but they do not seem to have been 

the chief occupier of her time. Instead, many of her early activities were related to those of her 

husband. First and foremost amongst these was the patronage of numerous concerts and operas (as 

mentioned above, John was a keen flautist and involved with a number of musical societies in the 

city).208 Some of these were staged for charitable purposes, but most were simply about the 

performance itself.209 Newspaper advertisements referring to these events as “a grand fashionable 

night” were not uncommon, indicating the position the couple held in the city.210 They were part of 

the elite, even before John’s knighthood. Jane’s patronage of such concerts did diminish after John’s 

death in 1881, ceasing altogether for a couple of years before resuming at a reduced rate.211 Thus, her 
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attendance at these events did not reflect his interests alone. Unlike archery, perhaps. In 1873, an 

archery club was formed in Christchurch, and Jane was elected Lady paramount, a position she was 

returned to each subsequent year until she resigned shortly after John’s death, after which there is no 

further mention of archery.212 Instead, she turned to cricket, and was to preside over numerous 

refreshment tables at cricket events.213 In fact, Jane seemed to spend much of her life presiding over 

such tables at a range of events. 

 

Another of Jane’s lifelong interests was closely aligned with one of John’s: the volunteers. ‘Interests’ 

may be slightly too strong, but she certainly supported their activities. This support involved 

presenting numerous prizes, attending events, opening the rifle range (on Cashmere land) and helping 

to organise bazaars.214 She (and John) were also the patron of a number of balls held by the volunteers, 

and Jane continued to take on this role after John’s death.215 Jane was also particularly involved with 

the Canterbury Scottish Rifle Volunteers (as noted above, she was born in the Shetland Islands and 

John’s heritage was also ultimately Scottish on his father’s side).216 

 

Prize-giving and bazaars were key themes in other roles Jane took on. She often presented prizes at 

schools (John was chair of the Upper Heathcote School Committee), and participated in bazaars for a 

number of organisations, including the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, the Mendelssohn 

Society and the Cathedral Choir Boys’ Recreation Fund.217 There were also church bazaars that she 

assisted with, including for the St Albans Wesleyan Church and St Mary’s, Halswell.218 Jane’s faith was 

Anglican, and she was an active member of the St John’s Church congregation (this church stood on 

Latimer Square until demolished following the earthquakes).219 This was by no means the Anglican 

church closest to Cracroft House and there is evidence that, towards the end of her life, St Mary’s in 

Halswell (which would have been closer) began to receive more of her attention.220 Jane’s work for St 
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John’s extended to being the president of the Ladies’ Work Committee for a number of years, the chief 

object of which seemed to be to raise funds for specific items for the church, such as a fence (not the 

one the survives on the site today).221 Much of her church work revolved around fundraising for and 

supporting the diocesan choir – a neat intersection of her religious and musical interests.222 Likewise, 

she fundraised for the organ for St Mary’s at Halswell.223 

 

Jane’s other major interest seems to have been horticulture – either that, or it was simply another 

way to preside over refreshment tables, which is what she did an awful lot of for the Christchurch 

Horticultural Society.224 She was for a time one of the patronesses of this organisation.225 John was a 

keen gardener and a number of Christchurch’s elite were involved in the administration of this 

organisation, both of which could have led to her involvement.226 Further, Julie King has noted that, 

in Victorian Britain, there were a strong association between women and flowers and that this was 

transferred to New Zealand, leading to women being involved in a range of floral pursuits.227 Alison 

Bainbridge, too, has documented that a number of women of Jane’s class were involved in 

gardening.228 She was, for a time, involved with the Society for the Prevention of Cruelty for Animals 

(SPCA) and this provided the only instance of her own voice being heard in the newspapers, when part 

of a speech she gave to the society was reproduced.229 It was very much the standard sort of speech 

you would expect of someone presenting an award for the SPCA, and thus not particularly enlightening 

about her character, beyond that she knew how to give an appropriate speech. A more curious 

patronage was that of the Early Closing Association, of which she was the patroness and Sir Julius 

Vogel (a former premier of New Zealand) the patron.230 This organisation was championing a half-

holiday on Thursdays. Her concern for people was also evidenced by her role as a lady visitor for the 
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orphanage, and her membership of the Boarding-out (fostering) Committee for the Charitable Aid 

Board.231 The former was not a role she took lightly, either, judging by several observations she made 

to the board about the nature of the care provided to the children.232 This was the most overtly 

charitable of the roles Jane undertook. 

 

Jane’s life does not seem to have changed a great deal with John’s death in 1881.233 While there must 

have been considerable sadness, and the large hole that a man with that sort of personality would 

have left, for the most part she remained involved in the same organisations and events that she had 

previously, archery being the one exception. John died an extremely wealthy man, leaving an estate 

worth nearly £200,000.234 This couple were clearly part of Canterbury’s one percent, to use the 

modern phrasing. They were elite in title, in the positions that John occupied, in the amount of land 

he held and in his wealth. John left his estate to his eldest surviving son, Frederick Herbert Wilson, and 

Jane and Leonard Harper (brother to the aforementioned Charles Harper)235 were the executors of 

the estate.236 Jane was allowed to remain at Cracroft House, with continued use of all items there.237 

She was also to receive an annual income of £1000.238 To put this into context, many of those whose 

stories are outlined in the subsequent chapters left estates smaller than this (as did Charles Fooks). 

And Jane did, indeed, remain at Cracroft House until her death in 1895, along with her stepson 

Alexander Cracroft Wilson, his wife and their growing brood of children (seven by the time Jane died, 

which no doubt made the house feel rather cramped, large as it was).239 

 

There are few anecdotes about Jane, and her obituaries referred to her in glowing terms, as they are 

wont to do.240 There is, however, one story from a Mrs Homewood.241 Mr and Mrs Homewood stayed 

at Cracroft House in 1867, when Frederick, his wife and three children were also living there. Neither 

Jane nor Frances (Frederick’s wife) were particularly complimentary about poor Mrs Homewood’s 

clothes, finding them to be too plain – which is not the response I would anticipate from a gracious 

hostess, which I had assumed Jane to be. Perhaps a hostess vexed by the number of people in her 
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house and having to be hospitable. Guests can, after all, begin to grate, and the Homewoods did stay 

for three months. Mrs Homewood noted that Sarah and Frances were considered to be “the leaders 

of fashion in Christchurch.”242 This concern with fashion may well explain the presence of the six-panel 

Georgian doors on the ground floor at Cracroft House – this is unlikely to have been an accidental 

detail. 

 

It is reasonable to think that an annual income of £1000 would have been sufficient to keep Jane in 

the style in which she was accustomed. This was complete with a cook, two maids, a gardener, a 

coachman and a laundress.243 Jane’s estate, however, was in debt for the sum of £23,000 when she 

died in 1895.244 Frustratingly, her probate does not list any details of these debts. She left everything 

to her stepson, Alexander, and his wife, Laura, thus clearly marking him out as her favourite of John’s 

children.245 There is an argument to be made that Frederick was extremely well provided for by John, 

but it does raise the question of how the other surviving siblings – Emma (by now married to John 

Logan Campbell and thus also quite wealthy) and Constance – felt about it all. Alexander, it should be 

noted, was a successful businessman and was unlikely to have been in need of money.246 Jane left no 

charitable bequests – and nor had John done so. Jim McAloon’s research found that it was unusual for 

the wealthy not to leave money to a charity in their will. Based on work in England, he noted this may 

have reflected attitudes about how and when wealth should be distributed, with charitable donations 

made during one’s lifetime, and a will’s purpose being chiefly to provide for one’s family.247 

 

On this evidence, then, what to make of Jane and her life? She offered her patronage to a range of 

causes and pursuits that mattered to her, and some of these clearly overlapped with John’s interests: 

the music, for example, the Anglican church and the volunteers. Others were interests of her own, 

such as cricket, horticulture and the SPCA, while archery might have been an interest fostered by John. 

Her truly charitable involvements (for example, her work with the orphanage) seem small in 

comparison to the time invested in other activities, but this may simply reflect the ways in which the 

newspapers of the day reported women’s activities. She was a frequent hostess, but perhaps not 

always a gracious one, and recognised as one of the city’s most fashionable women. This last suggests 

that other women may have followed her lead not just in terms of clothing, but also in terms of the 

organisations that were fashionable to support. Jim McAloon has argued that Christchurch’s male elite 
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were typically “a member of the Christchurch Club, the Provincial Council, the House of 

Representatives and the A & P Association, a Governor of Canterbury College and a Fellow of Christ’s 

College – and therefore Anglican.”248 There is no equivalent list of memberships for the city’s elite 

women, with McAloon suggesting they were kept busy with calls, balls, croquet, dinners and 

charitable work (Jane did dabble briefly in croquet, but not for long).249 Stevan Eldred-Grigg’s work on 

the lives of wealthy rural women in Canterbury provides a similarly broad overview.250 Jane’s activities, 

then, may provide a starting point for understanding exactly what elite women in nineteenth century 

Christchurch did. 

 

For Jane, Cracroft House was more than just a home. As the site at which she hosted people, whether 

through picnics, calls, balls, dinners or guests who stayed for some time, it was a place where she 

could showcase her wealth, status, hospitality and fashionability. It is also likely to have been a source 

of social power and cachet, given that it was intimately connected with John, and demonstrated not 

just the family’s wealth, but also their early arrival, and cemented their position as local landed gentry. 

Given the couple’s role in Christchurch, and Canterbury more broadly, their wealth and John’s 

ambitions, perhaps the most surprising thing about Cracroft House is that Jane and John did not 

demolish it and build something new. Unlike Thomas Fisher (see Chapter 6), they did not feel the need 

to update it to a more modern and fashionable house. In fact, it may have been the very patina of age 

that appealed to them, particularly in a setting where that was absent from European buildings or 

environments. It indicated that they were early (European) arrivals, that they had been here from the 

‘beginning’, and that they were proud of this. Amongst the values that Jim McAloon attributed to 

Canterbury’s wealthy nineteenth century farmers was “decidedly inconspicuous consumption” and 

the form, style and appearance of Cracroft House, along with the fact that it was not replaced as time 

passed, can be seen as clear evidence of this – and stands in contrast to the house of Joseph and 

Sophia Brittan (discussed next).251 

 

3.1.4. A Regency pile: how to look like your position in society was of some antiquity 

In a city where most people were living in very small, basic wooden cottages, Joseph and Sophia Brittan 

built a very large, brick Regency pile. ‘Pile’ might be something of an exaggeration with regards to the 
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house (particularly when compared to English equivalents), but I feel certain it is what the Brittans 

were aiming for. The house stood at the centre of a 50-acre property, 10 acres of which were set aside 

by Joseph and Sophia for the house and its grounds.252 Perhaps even more consciously than Catherine 

and Charles Fooks, the Brittans were modelling themselves on the landed gentry of the country they 

had left behind (England), and taking advantages of the opportunities available to them in 

Christchurch. 

 

Joseph and Sophia were not young when they emigrated to Christchurch. Both were in their mid-

forties, and Joseph had four children from his first marriage, to Sophia’s younger sister, Mary Elizabeth 

Chandler.253 Mary died in 1849, shortly after giving birth to the couple’s last child, who also died shortly 

thereafter.254 Sophia was already living with the family and married Joseph not long before the family 

left for New Zealand.255 Another of Sophia and Mary’s sisters, Louisa, married William Guise Brittan, 

Joseph’s younger brother, and a fourth sister, Ann, married Charles Berjew Fooks (section 3.1.2).256 

Joseph was a Methodist by birth, the son of a brewer, had trained as a surgeon and subsequently 

owned and edited a newspaper, the Sherborne Mercury.257 But politics were what he was to become 

known for in Christchurch, although he also started a newspaper in the city. 

 

Joseph, Sophia and the four Brittan children arrived in Lyttelton on the William Hyde in February 1852, 

along with Ann Fooks (Sophia’s sister) and her daughters.258 Joseph was the ship’s surgeon, but this 

was the last time he practised medicine in any official or formal capacity.259 Upon arrival in Lyttelton, 

the family made their way to Christchurch (over the notorious Bridle Path260) almost immediately.261 

Fortunately for them, Joseph’s brother William and his family were already established in the city and 

William had rented a house in Hereford Street for his brother.262 The family probably lived here until 

their own house – Linwood, as Joseph and Sophia called it – was complete. This house was built on 
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Rural Section 300, which Joseph officially purchased in June 1852, although he had built a cottage on 

the land by April 1852 and the foundations for Linwood House had been laid by this time.263 The 

cottage was no doubt for the use of a farm manager or the like. Rural Section 300 was on the eastern 

outskirts of the city, in the suburb now known as Linwood – named for the house, which was, in turn, 

named for a village in Hampshire.264 Once the area became known as Linwood, the Brittans’ house 

was increasingly referred to as Linwood House, the name I use for it here. Rural Section 300 had a 

boundary with the Avon River on its north side, and one with Englefield, William Brittan’s property, 

on the west. Its proximity to the city would later render it desirable suburban land. In the 1850s, this 

same proximity meant that it was the perfect location to establish a rural estate. Linwood House is 

generally described as having been completed by late 1857, although it has not been possible to find 

a primary source that confirms this.265 This would mean that the house took five and half years to 

build, which seems overly long, even given its size and the fact that it was built in the early years of 

the city’s history. Until moving into the house, the family probably lived in the city. 

 

Joseph seems to have spent much of 1852 and 1853 focused on establishing his property at Linwood, 

with little other mention of him in the newspapers of the day. The three boys – Joseph junior (known 

as Joe), Arthur and Frank – were sent to Christ’s College, while his daughter – Elizabeth Mary (known 

as Mary) – attended Mrs Maria Thomson’s Christchurch Ladies’ School, in Oxford Terrace West.266 

Sophia was no doubt kept busy with setting up and running a house in circumstances that were quite 

different from what she was used to, as well as calling, to establish a network of friends and 

acquaintances in the city. Regrettably, there is a little information about Sophia or her life in 

Christchurch. The details that are recorded are that she brought a piano with her from England, that 

Frank was her favourite of Joseph’s children and she was often sick.267 Quite what this sickness was is 

never stated (although her sister, William’s wife, suffered from debilitating depression), but the family 

history indicates she was frequently unwell and that, once Mary was of a suitable age, much of the 

work of running the house was handed over to her, including entertaining for Joseph.268 Sophia does 

not seem to have been particularly robust, and calling probably held little appeal for her, given, as 

Rose Hall noted, the distances involved when paying calls in early Christchurch.269 
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1854 saw Joseph begin to establish a public presence in Christchurch. William was already a significant 

figure in the city, having played a key role in the workings of the Canterbury Association in 1850, 

including being chair of the Society of Canterbury Colonists.270 Once in Canterbury, he was chair of the 

Society of Land Purchasers and Godley put him in charge of the Land Office, giving him responsibility 

for overseeing the allocation of sections. In 1854, he was appointed Commissioner of Crown Lands, 

although he was by then out of favour with the powers that be.271 At about this time, Joseph began to 

play a prominent role in the Christchurch Colonists’ Society and, in the middle of the year, he 

established the Canterbury Standard, the province’s second paper (the first being the Lyttelton 

Times).272 The paper was owned by Joseph and William, with William taking on the editorial duties 

(which work pressures would later force him to give up).273 In March 1855 Joseph entered politics and 

was elected to the Canterbury Provincial Council.274 He took on the role of Provincial Secretary shortly 

thereafter, meaning that he was part of the provincial government’s executive.275 During this time, he 

oversaw the dissolution of the Canterbury Association, and was something of a stickler for protocol.276 

He also soon developed a reputation for both his speaking and his humour.277 In 1857, he stood for 

superintendent and seemed a sure bet, until William Sefton Moorhouse entered the race.278 

Moorhouse defeated him, capturing the rural vote in a way that Joseph was unable to.279 

Consequently, he retired from public life for a time, presumably to lick his wounds.280 Fortunately, 

Linwood House was now complete and ready for occupancy (Figure 3-26). 
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Figure 3-26. The northeast (left) and northwest (right) elevations of Linwood House. This painting was 

completed by the architect, Charles Fooks. The house was badly damaged by the earthquakes and thus 

photographs taken at the time do not accurately convey what it looked like, hence the use of this image. An 

1871 photograph of the house indicates that the veranda on the northeast elevation was not built (see Figure 

3-27). Source: “Linwood House Architect’s Sketch,” Schwede66, 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=22545168.  

 

Joseph and Sophia’s house was both large and visually impressive. It was designed by Charles Fooks, 

owner of the house at the centre of Melcombe Estate and Joseph and Sophia’s nephew (section 3.1.2). 

Rice and Ryman described the Brittans’ house as “undoubtedly the finest house in town [when it was 

built]”.281 I have seen no evidence to contradict this and would go so far as to suggest that it remained 

the city’s most impressive house for many years to come. It was brick, two-storeyed and a very long 

way from the standard sort of house in Christchurch at the time. The brick external walls were relieved 

by sandstone detailing, in the form of quoins, window facings and sills, a string course, pediment and 

parapet. The bricks were handmade but, unlike those used in the Fooks’ house, had a frog mark, 

although it has not been possible to identify the maker.282 The internal walls were also brick, and were 
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built in the brick nogging style. The stone on the exterior of the building is believed to have been 

sandstone from Charteris Bay, in Whakaraupō/Lyttelton Harbour.283 The northeast elevation was 

effectively the front of the house, with the front door centrally located and two pairs of French doors 

on each side. In Fooks’s original design, these would have opened out onto a veranda, but this was 

not built (Figure 3-27). On the first floor above were five casement windows, set in round-headed 

openings. Above this was a colonnaded parapet and in the centre of this was a pediment. The house 

had a hipped roof, which was originally clad in shingles. The northwest elevation of the house was also 

clearly visible to visitors. The first floor of this was the same as the first floor of the northeast elevation, 

although without the pediment and with three windows instead of five. There was a veranda on this 

elevation, supported by cantilevered cast iron brackets.284 There was at least one bay window under 

this. There were two in the original design, but it is not clear whether or not both were built, and the 

windows on this elevation had been modified by the early twentieth century.285 The other elevations 

were not recorded in historical photographs, and had been covered by additions by 2011. As such, it 

is not possible to know how these compared to the front-facing elevations. 

 

 
reflect either the name of the brickworks or its proprietors, it is unlikely to have been the source of the bricks. 
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Figure 3-27. Linwood House, 1871. Source: Linwood, 1871. Dr Alfred Charles Barker, Canterbury Museum. 

Accession number 1957.13.685. 

 

When built, the house had at least 14 rooms, and possibly more (Figure 3-28 and Figure 3-29).286 By 

the time of its demolition in 2011, however, only 12 of these remained, all evidence of the others 

removed by additions made later in the nineteenth century and in the 1920s. The rooms that had been 

demolished were the pantry and laundry.287 The front door opened into this hall, off which four rooms 

opened. The front two rooms are likely to have been the drawing and dining room (Rooms 2 and 5). 

As at Cracroft House, the rooms behind these may have been a morning or breakfast room, an office 

or a study, or a library. The room behind the dining room (Room 3) would later be a kitchen, and it is 

possible that it always had this function.288 Rooms 2, 4 and 5 each had marble fireplaces and moulded 

ceiling cornices, and their walls and ceilings were lined with plaster. The hall also had a moulded ceiling 

cornice. There was timber wainscoting in both the hall and the parlour, but the form of the associated 

dado rail suggests to me that this was not original. A staircase in the hall, with a plaster arch above it, 
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led to the first floor where there were a hall/landing (Room 6), three family bedrooms (Rooms 8, 10 

and 12), two servants’ bedrooms (Rooms 9 and 11) and a room of indeterminate function (Room 7). 

This may have been another bedroom (whether for a family member or servant), a nursery or a 

dressing room. The Brittans kept several servants, including “a good general”, a housemaid, a cook 

and a young man.289 Advertisements for the young male servant often specified that he was to live in 

the house, but whether or not he would have lived on the first floor is not clear – Victorian proprieties 

may have meant that he slept on the ground floor, away from young Mary Brittan. If this were the 

case, there may have been another room on the ground floor. None of the upstairs rooms had 

fireplaces, or any decorative features. They must have been horribly cold on a frosty Christchurch 

morning (to be fair, just how much difference a small nineteenth century fire would have made in 

these large rooms is uncertain – these were not renowned for their heat output).  

 

 

Figure 3-28. The ground floor of Linwood House. The buildings archaeology revealed that the southeast wall 

of Room 2 had been replaced when additions were made here in the twentieth century but it is likely that the 

original wall was in the same position. The situation with the southeast wall of Room 3 is less clear. Room 1 

was the hall, Rooms 2 and 5 the drawing and dining rooms, Room 3 may have been a kitchen (although no 

evidence of a fireplace was found) and Room 4 may have been a morning room, breakfast room, office/study 

or library. 
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Figure 3-29. The first floor, Linwood House. Room 6 was the landing and hall, Rooms 8, 10 and 12 were 

bedrooms and Rooms 9 and 11 are likely to have been servants’ bedrooms. Room 7 may also have been a 

servant’s bedroom, but could also have been a dressing room, a nursery or perhaps a family member’s 

bedroom. 

 

Unsurprisingly, the costs of building such a house were high, and by April 1858, Joseph had just £44 in 

the bank.290 This situation improved over the following year but Joseph never seems to have achieved 

true financial stability and certainly never had the fortune such a house implied.291 Although he was 

not to return to political office until 1861, Joseph was a vocal opponent of Moorhouse’s decision to 

construct a railway tunnel through the Port Hills, connecting Lyttelton and Christchurch. This 

opposition stemmed from his belief that the cost of the tunnel would place an unreasonable burden 

of debt on the province.292 With some spare time due to his absence from politics, Joseph became a 

director of the Avon Steam Navigation Company and a trustee of the Mechanics’ Institute.293 The Avon 

 
290 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 233-234. 
291 Ibid. 
292 Ibid., 240-243. 
293 Ibid., 228. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B738. 
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Steam Navigation Company purchased a steamer to transport goods from the Avon-Heathcote estuary 

via the Avon River to the city (at least, as close to the city as the steamer could get). The plan did not 

prove successful.294 

 

In 1861, Joseph once again stood for the Canterbury Provincial Council and was duly elected.295 

Tragedy struck the following year, however, and eventually brought his political career to an end for 

good. In January 1862, Joseph’s favourite son, Arthur, was killed while learning to swim in the Avon 

River, having become caught in watercress.296 The cruel irony of this was that Joseph was known as 

‘Watercress Joey,’ having been blamed (probably erroneously) for introducing the plant to 

Canterbury.297 Joseph described the week following Arthur’s death as one of “unutterable woe” and, 

his health already poor, he never fully recovered from this.298 Although he successfully stood again for 

the Provincial Council in May 1862, he resigned in September, citing his health as the reason.299 The 

following year, he took on some more public roles, including with the Town Hall Committee, the 

Taranaki Relief Fund and the Provincial Loan and Investment Society.300 He was also briefly resident 

magistrate.301 He had resigned from most of these positions by 1865 and, as his health worsened, he 

did not take on anything further.302 In 1866, he sold the Canterbury Standard to the Lyttelton Times 

and the paper was no more.303 The health problems were related to gout and headaches but also an 

increasing mental frailty, of an unspecified nature, and to which his financial decline has been 

attributed and which is believed to have stemmed from Arthur’s death.304 

 

By this time, Sophia was becoming increasingly concerned about both Joseph’s mental state and their 

financial situation.305 So too was William Rolleston, by now the husband of Mary, Joseph’s daughter. 

One of the biggest problems was the family had no real sense of who the debts were with or how big 

they were.306 Sophia sold some land to pay one debt, but William suggested she would be better to 

increase the overdraft than sell land. He also suggested that Frank be given more responsibility with 

regards to the farm, and that the size of the dairy herd be increased (advice that Frank was later to 

 
294 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 228. 
295 Ibid., 245. 
296 Ibid., 248. 
297 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B738. 
298 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 248. 
299 Ibid., 248-249. “Advertisements,” Press, 13 September 1862, 6. 
300 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 250. 
301 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B738. 
302 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 251. 
303 Ibid., 250. 
304 Ibid., 233, 250. 
305 Rolleston, William and Mary Rolleston, 55. 
306 Ibid. 
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disregard, selling the dairy herd – newspaper advertisements indicate he instead decided to focus on 

crop farming).307 Soon, though, Sophia sold another section. Joseph’s condition worsened and he died 

in October 1867, leaving an estate valued at about £2300, but debts greater than that.308 Sophia was 

both the sole executor and the sole beneficiary of the will, a somewhat poisoned chalice.309 According 

to the family history, she was in no real state to deal with this situation and Mary and William Rolleston 

did all they could to help.310 It was not long after this that William was elected Superintendent of 

Canterbury and the couple returned from Wellington to Christchurch, moving into Linwood House 

with their two young sons. Although this meant that conditions were somewhat cramped – Sophia, 

Joe and Frank were all already living there – it did mean that they could contribute something by way 

of rent and Mary could manage the household. Mary and William also arranged for Joe to board with 

the senior Fookses, thus relieving some of the pressures at Linwood House. It seems, too, that William 

may have assisted financially in other ways.311 By the time Sophia died in 1877, her estate was worth 

£1700.312 She left everything to Frank, including Linwood House and the land, somewhat to William’s 

chagrin.313 

 

Like others who emigrated to New Zealand, Joseph and Sophia Brittan wanted a better life. But their 

ambitions were much more specific: they wanted the life and lifestyle of the landed gentry, even if 

they could barely afford it. Susan Lawrence has identified a similar trend among wealthy English 

settlers in Australia and South Africa, who quickly sought to reproduce the houses of the elite in their 

new homes, and Peter Ennals and Deryck Holdsworth identified a similar trend in Canada.314 This was 

something they could never have hoped to have obtained in England, Joseph being the son of a 

brewer. Relatively cheap land in Christchurch, though, meant the dream could be turned into reality. 

Linwood House was a critical part of that, not just because of its position on the estate that the Brittans 

were seeking to create, but because of its size and style. Anyone who saw this house would have 

assumed that the people who built it had money and status. It was built in a style that looked to the 

past, with distinctive Regency and Georgian influences. Both styles had been fashionable in late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth century England, but had declined in popularity from c.1830. Prior to 

 
307 Ibid. “Advertisements,” Press, 1 November 1870, 3. 
308 Rice and Ryman, Cricketing Colonists, 253. 
309 Ibid. 
310 Rolleston, William and Mary Rolleston, 59. 
311 Ibid. 
312 Sophia Brittan Probate CH121 (1877) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
313 Ibid. Rolleston, William and Mary Rolleston, 74-75. 
314 Peter Ennals and Deryck Holdsworth, Homeplace: The Making of the Canadian Dwelling over Three 
Centuries (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998), 93-94. Susan Lawrence, “Exporting Culture: 
Archaeology and the Nineteenth-Century British Empire,” Historical Archaeology 37, no. 1 (2003): 25. 
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this, Regency architecture in particular had been associated with the elite. By building in this style, the 

Brittans were staking their claim as part of the elite, and as part of an elite of long standing, although 

this was not the case. Unlike the Fookses, they were looking to and using the past to demonstrate 

their position in society. Joseph and Sophia knew what power, status and money in architecture 

looked like, and that was what they built. That their lives did not entirely match the image they 

portrayed was unfortunate. I hope they did not come to resent their home, and that they did not feel 

bitterness at the difference between the image and reality, although I suspect Sophia might have. 

 

3.2. Land and houses and status 

Land. Aside from their unique appearance and early construction, this is one of the things these four 

(or five, if I count Burrell and Emma Parkerson’s house as two) houses have in common. All were built 

on farms, albeit farms that were established for quite different reasons.315 The Parkersons may have 

bought the land at Sumner to provide their sons with farming experience in New Zealand, or to set 

them up on a farm. The Fookses and Brittans wanted to be part of the landed gentry, to establish a 

reasonable sized estate close to the new city, on land they owned. The Wilsons most clearly saw the 

possession of land as equating to power and John set about amassing as much of it as he could, 

however he could – unlike the Fookses and the Brittans, Jane and John Wilson did not own much of 

the land they farmed, but leased it, as there was no benefit for them in owning it. What is striking 

about this is that none of these men were from farming backgrounds, but all saw land and farming as 

a way to establish both social position and an income (scant information is available about the 

backgrounds of Catherine Fooks, Emma Parkerson, Jane Wilson or Sophia Brittan). Burrell Parkerson 

came the closest, being the son of a miller and the brother of a farmer. Charles Fooks was the son of 

a surveyor and architect, Joseph Brittan the son of a brewer and John Cracroft Wilson’s father had 

been in the civil service in India. Life in Christchurch was to present most of them with new 

opportunities in more ways than one – Burrell Parkerson is the exception here, and it is a neat 

coincidence that the Sumner house is also an exception. It gave the other three couples the 

opportunity to buy land (and early arrival made that more possible, because land was more readily 

available316), the opportunity for the men to change career and the opportunity to improve their 

circumstances, aspirations that were connected. The plan only worked for one of the couples, Jane 

and John Wilson. As a plan, it was not an inherently bad one, as Jim McAloon’s work has shown. It is 

 
315 At least two other houses in my sample were built on farms: 32 Glandovey Road and 310 Marshland Road. 
The house at 83 Rowan Avenue may also have been on a farm. 
316 McAloon, No Idle Rich, 172. 
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more the case that neither the Brittans nor the Fookses executed it particularly well, although 

Catherine and Charles Fooks may have done just fine if it had not been for Charles Fooks senior. 

 

As Tom Brooking and Jim McAloon have noted, land was “the major means of acquiring wealth and 

status” in New Zealand.317 Its centrality to these stories indicates that while these couples might have 

sought opportunities in New Zealand that were not available to them in Britain, they did so with 

reference to the power structures they were familiar with. They did not seek to find new pathways to 

wealth, status or power. Specifically, they did not try their hand at business. While it is possible they 

did not feel they had the skills necessary to do so, they did not (on the face of it, at least) question 

their ability to run a farm. It was not so much a new world they were seeking, then, it was more that 

they wanted a different position within a world they knew and recognised. Which is not intended as 

a critique – it is very difficult to envisage a completely new and different world, particularly one based 

on different power structures and sources of status. Perhaps it is Burrell and Emma Parkerson who 

came closest to seeing the possibility of something different, through the ideas of improvement, 

although these ideas were entangled with class. At the other end of the spectrum, the style of the 

Brittans’ house suggests they were looking to the past more than the other couples. 

 

Given the nature of their land acquisition and the houses they built, most of these couples clearly 

arrived with money, or access to it. But money and the new freedoms of colonial society did not erase 

the English class lines for the Fookses, the Brittans and the Wilsons, at least not at a fine-grained level. 

While on the one hand, colonialism allowed all three to model themselves on the English landed 

gentry, the Wilsons had significantly greater social and political prominence in the city, as well as 

significantly more wealth. John Cracroft Wilson came from money and some status and to what extent 

this was the source of his position in Christchurch, as opposed to his knighthood and the other 

positions he held, is difficult to assess. But the fact remains that the Wilsons were considerably more 

successful by these measures than either the Fookses or the Brittans. They were firmly and securely 

within the elite of Christchurch society, and very probably leaders within this tiny sector of society. 

The lives and ambitions of the Fookses and Brittans were derailed by their family circumstances, but 

there is no doubt that both Charles and Joseph were men of ability. Joseph, in particular, may have 

gone far in politics were it not for Arthur’s death, and this would have led to greater prominence for 

him. Sophia, with her illnesses and apparent dislike of company, seems unlikely ever to have been 

particularly involved in society (although I cannot help but feel that history may have been unkind to 

 
317 Tom Brooking, Lands for the People?: The Highland Clearances and the Colonisation of New Zealand: A 
Biography of John McKenzie (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 1996), 80. McAloon, No Idle Rich, 96. 
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her). As it happens, Mary, their daughter, would go on to obtain prominence on a par with Jane Wilson, 

through her position as wife of William Rolleston, a leading politician, and Jane and Mary often met 

at public events.318 For the Fookses and the Brittans, emigration did change their position in society, 

but probably not to the extent they had hoped. 

 

The four houses were very different, from each other and from the majority of 1850s Christchurch 

houses. This is striking, because by the mid-late 1880s, the new houses that were being built in the 

city were generally quite similar in appearance. This is true of the houses in my sample (see Chapters 

5 and 6 in particular) but information from other sources indicates this was true of the city’s housing 

stock in general.319 Photographs of the city’s houses taken in the 1850s and early 1860s demonstrate 

that, for those who could afford to build something more than a basic cottage, some form of domestic 

Gothic architecture was the most desirable style in which to build. Examples include William Guise 

Brittan’s house, Okeover, Middleton, the St Michael’s parsonage, B. W. Mountfort’s house and A. C. 

Barker’s house.320 There were some other exceptions, such as the stone house built for C. A. Calvert 

and Isaac Luck’s Elizabethan-esq house.321 What interests me is not so much the range of styles in 

domestic architecture in this early period, but that this variety quickly disappears, as trends in housing 

quickly coalesce around the villa – which is not an architectural style, but a house form – and houses 

begin to appear quite similar, even those of the elite, as a New Zealand vernacular develops. To return 

to the houses in question here, though: each of the builders chose a style that suited them and their 

hopes and dreams for their new lives in New Zealand. Their hopes and dreams seem to have been 

remarkably similar. That the styles of houses they built were not reflects their individual identities, 

what they valued and the finer details of how they saw their place in the world. 

 

For all their differences, these houses did have some commonalities. Chief amongst these was that all 

were built in permanent materials (that is, stone or brick), which set them apart from many of the 

other houses of this era and played a major role in their long-term survival (and, ironically, contributed 

 
318 For example, the theatre (“Advertisements,” Press, 13 April 1872, 1), archery (“News of the Day,” Press, 29 
November 1873, 2) and a concert to celebrate the new bells on the German church (“Local and General,” Star 
(Christchurch), 24 December 1874, 2). 
319 The sources referred to are Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga’s The List, Christchurch City Council’s 
Heritage Statements of Significance and the Armson-Collins collection of architectural plans. 
320 CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Englefield – 230 Fitzgerald Avenue, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council 
Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Former Dwelling and Setting, Okeover – 90 Ilam Road, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Former 
Dwelling and Setting, Middleton – 30 Acacia Avenue, 74 Middleton Road, 47a Arthur Street, Christchurch,” 
Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. Andersen, Old Christchurch, 408, 
409, 418. 
321 Andersen, Old Christchurch, 276, 435. 
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to their ultimate demise as a result of the earthquakes). This use of permanent materials reflects a 

view that these couples had brought with them from England, that such materials were superior to 

timber. When work on Robert Heaton Rhodes’s stone house at Purau (one of the bays in 

Whakaraupō/Lyttelton Harbour) began in 1853, he expressed the hope that more people would follow 

his example, rather than building “temporary wooden” houses (to be fair, many of these early 

European houses were probably never intended to be anything more than temporary).322 It was a view 

that was to change quickly in the face of both the ready availability of timber and the damage that 

earthquakes did to brick and stone buildings. A letter from a Wellingtonian published in the Lyttelton 

Times in 1851 noted that the residents of that city were wary of building in brick or stone as a result 

of the damage wrought on these buildings by the 1848 earthquake – the writer hoped that Canterbury 

residents would build in “better materials,” with cob and pisé recommended.323 The larger Wairarapa 

earthquake of 1855 only confirmed the risk of building in permanent materials and an earthquake in 

Christchurch in 1869 led to fears being raised about building with these materials in the city.324 While 

these events helped change attitudes about building materials, the issue of supply was just as 

important. As discussed in Chapter 1, timber was not abundant in and around Christchurch. Nor was 

suitable building stone. Bluestone was available from the Halswell quarry (or from Timaru, 160 km to 

the south) and, as Burrell and Emma Parkerson’s Sumner house indicates, the volcanic tuff from the 

Port Hills could also be used for building. Neither stone was ever used extensively for domestic 

buildings, however. Whereas timber was abundant elsewhere in the country, and relatively cheap to 

ship, the same was not true of building stone.325 As outlined above, a brick industry was established 

early in Christchurch’s history, with an abundance of suitable clay available from the Port Hills, from 

Heathcote valley to the west. As the brick industry developed, and in response to the Fire Prevention 

Ordinance of 1867, commercial buildings were soon built primarily of brick, but the same was never 

true of houses. It is possible that the requirement to use brick (or stone) for buildings in the central 

city drove up the price of bricks to the extent that these were beyond the means of most house 

builders – and that attitudes towards building materials changed quickly in the colonial setting. The 

combination of a strong desire to build, cheap land and readily available timber would have meant 

that the materials used to build would quickly have become somewhat irrelevant, with people simply 

choosing what was affordable and available. The more people who did this, the more common and 

 
322 “Rhodes’ Bay,” Lyttelton Times, 31 December 1853, 9. This house was designed by Charles Fooks. CCC, 
“Dwelling and Setting, Purau – 30 Acacia Avenue, 16a Camp Bay Road, Diamond Harbour,” Christchurch City 
Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. 
323 “Cultivation of Trees at Canterbury,” Lyttelton Times, 15 March 1851, 6. 
324 Nigel Isaacs, “‘Free-Standing, Wooden, Upright’: The Evolving Cladding and Structure of the New Zealand 
House, 1858-1981,” Journal of New Zealand Studies, no. 28 (2019): 35. 
325 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940, 116. 
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normal it would have become, to the point where the urge to build in permanent materials would 

soon have been forgotten. By the 1880s at least, and probably earlier, it was unusual even for those 

with upper middle-class occupations to build in brick.326 In the materials they were built from, then, 

the houses discussed in this chapter represent an attitude brought to New Zealand by the country’s 

early European settlers that quickly became an artefact of their former home. 

 

 
326 The nature of my sample makes it difficult to accurately date when those from the upper middle class 
stopped building in permanent materials. Likewise, the earliest Armson Collins plans date to the early 1880. 
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4. SUCCESS AND DISAPPOINTMENT: BUILDING AND LIVING IN 

THE AVON LOOP 

 

4.1. Introducing the Avon loop 

Fiona Farrell writes evocatively of the Avon loop, describing a place where a small but locally important 

residential community developed in the heart of Christchurch. The area is a small cluster of streets in 

the loop of the Ōtākaro Avon River in the northeast corner of central Christchurch (approximately 10 

hectares; Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2).1 Farrell’s non-fiction work on the loop – The  Villa at the Edge of 

the Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City – focuses on the later twentieth century history of the 

area, while her novel – Decline & Fall on Savage Street – stretches back to the beginning of that 

century, using just one house to tell the story of Christchurch in the twentieth century.2 The houses 

she describes in each are at odds, with the novel focused on a 10-room house, complete with turret 

and live-in cook. But this is artistic license, and her description of Avon loop houses in The  Villa at the 

Edge of the Empire is more accurate (although not entirely so): weatherboard cottages with two or 

three bedrooms and corrugated iron roofs.3 More importantly, her observation that “[T]he houses 

built within the loop are intended for working people” elides one of the most significant details about 

the houses in the Avon loop.4 They were certainly intended for working class people, but many were 

also built by working class people. Some were built as personal homes, some as rental properties, and 

there were speculative builds too. There was even one instance of a son building for his elderly father.5 

For me, it is this act of building that is the critical one. While the Avon loop as a community interests 

me, it features in my research because of the number of houses there in my sample (14), and because 

of what these houses tell me about working class builders and working-class life in nineteenth century 

Christchurch.6 

 

 
1 Fiona Farrell dates the use of the term ‘Avon loop’ to the 1960s. Fiona Farrell, The Villa at the Edge of the 
Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City (Auckland: Vintage, 2015), 155-156. 
2 Farrell, The Villa at the Edge of the Empire. Fiona Farrell, Decline & Fall on Savage Street (New Zealand: 
Penguin Random House, 2017). 
3 Farrell, Decline & Fall, 153. 
4 Ibid. 
5 The house at 30 Bangor Street. 
6 The 14 houses in this small area were the largest spatial cluster of houses in my sample. 
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Figure 4-1. Central Christchurch, showing the location of the Avon loop. Source: ArcGIS. 
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Figure 4-2. Looking southeast over the Avon loop in 1959. Many of the houses extant at the time were built 

in the nineteenth century. The houses along Oxford Terrace and at the river end of Bangor Street are mostly 

standard villas, while those on Willow and Hurley streets, and located towards the middle of Bangor Street, 

are more mixed in character, with a high proportion of cottages. Source: Avonside, Christchurch. Whites 

Aviation Ltd: Photographs. Ref: WA-49731-F. Alexander Turnbull Library, Wellington, New Zealand. 

 

The Avon loop’s development was different from that of much of the rest of central Christchurch. In 

the original 1850 survey of the city it was set aside as the city’s botanical gardens.7 This idea was soon 

abandoned, and the area was surveyed into town reserves. These town reserves were an important 

feature of early Christchurch: there was a band of them to the north, east and south of the city, 

separating the town sections from the rural sections. Their function was to ensure that settlement 

within the new city was not too dispersed.8 Financial pressures forced the sale of this land in 1855, at 

which point it was subdivided and sold off in smaller parcels.9 These parcels were much larger than 

the central city quarter-acre sections, ranging in size from less than an acre to 5 acres.10 This, in turn, 

meant that those who purchased the town reserves – which had few roads platted through them at 

the time – had considerable flexibility in how they subdivided the land. As a result, some parts of the 

 
7 “Plot of Christchurch. Black Map (B.M.) 273,” Item 378, Record no. BM 273, CH1031, Archives New Zealand, 
Christchurch. 
8 David C. Retter, “The Expansion of Settlement in Early Christchurch, 1850-62” (MA, University of Canterbury, 
1977), 57-58. 
9 Ibid., 152. 
10 “Plan of the city of Christchurch (Selwyn County), Canterbury, N.Z.”, 1883, Alexander Turnbull Library. “Plot 
of Christchurch.” 
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town reserves became working class areas, as the landowners subdivided the reserves into relatively 

small – and presumably cheap – sections (there is no information about how much these sections sold 

for).11 For example, the sections subdivided from Town Reserves 30 and 31 (in the Avon loop) ranged 

in size from 14 perches to a quarter-acre (354-1012 m2).12 The Avon loop was one of a handful of areas 

that developed in this way, each characterised by small short streets that did not entirely conform to 

the city’s grid layout, and even included no exit streets (Figure 4-3). It is possible, too, that another 

feature of the Avon loop contributed to its working-class character: the proximity of the river meant 

that it was prone to flooding.13 

 

The loop, then, was settled later than much of the rest of the central city. Roads had been surveyed 

through the area by 1877, but none were formed until c.1880.14  The years that followed saw a burst 

of construction in the area, with most sections built on by the mid-1880s.15 It was working class from 

the outset: in the 1880s, it was home to builders, painters, carpenters, wood turners, labourers, 

plasterers, a wool classer, a printer, a baker, and a cabinetmaker, amongst others.16 What is striking 

from my data is that, of the 14 houses in the Avon loop in my sample, most of the builders had a 

working class occupation, regardless of whether or not they intended to live in the house (Figure 

4-4).17 No doubt the small section size made the land in the loop more affordable for those on a 

working class income, but this also hints that perhaps land speculators or ‘professional’ landlords did 

not see this area as a good investment. The houses they built were typically smaller than other 

working-class houses, both by floor area and number of rooms, and they were on smaller sections 

(see Table 12, Appendix 4). They were also more likely to have a cottage layout, and less likely to have 

sidelights. There was little difference, however, in terms of their decoration, either on the exterior or 

the interior (Figure 4-5). Although it is not possible to assess the cost of buying a section in the Avon 

loop compared to other parts of the city (in the absence of information about land prices), it is safe to 

 
11 While the early history of central Christchurch’s urban development has been well documented (see Retter, 
“The Expansion of Settlement in Early Christchurch”), there is little detailed information available for the 
period after 1862. 
12 DP 216, Canterbury, 1878. DP 432, Canterbury 1878. 
13 “Meeting of Ratepayers,” Star (Christchurch), 28 August 1886, 4. 
14 “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. 
Lambert, delt,” MapColl 834.4492a 1877 3158, Alexander Turnbull Library. Christchurch City Libraries, 
“Christchurch Street Names: H,” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 131. Christchurch City 
Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: N-O” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 42. Christchurch 
City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: W-Z” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 75. 
15 “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. 
Lambert, delt.” Wises New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 73, 91, 93, 103, 215. 
16 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 73, 91, 93, 103, 215. 
17 Two of the builders were middle class, one of whom rented their house out (see section 4.2.3) and the other 
couple lived in their house (see section 4.2.5). It was not possible to establish the occupational class of two 
other builders, although one may have been working class. 
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say that the houses themselves were cheaper to construct than many of the other houses in my 

sample. In terms of the cost of land, there is likely to have been a trade-off between location and 

section size, and the proximity of the Avon loop to the city centre may have increased the value of 

these sections. As such, it is not possible to state that those who built their own homes in the loop 

were amongst the poorest house builders in nineteenth century Christchurch, although some may 

well have fallen into this category (for example, the builders of 32 Bangor Street and 13 Willow Street; 

see section 4.2.2 for more information about the latter). As will be seen in the stories below, this 

balancing of something expensive with something cheap was a key theme in the stories of those who 

built in the Avon loop. 

 

 

Figure 4-3. The Avon loop in 1877, with the modern street names added. Bangor Street would subsequently 

be extended to Oxford Terrace. Source: “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City 

Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. Lambert, delt,” MapColl 834.4492a 1877 3158, Alexander Turnbull 

Library. 
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Figure 4-4. The Avon loop, showing the location of the houses in my sample that were built there. Source: 

ArcGIS. 
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Figure 4-5. The Avon loop houses in my sample. Clockwise from top left: 30 Bangor Street, 32 Bangor Street, 

56 Bangor Street, 19 Hurley Street, 402 Oxford Terrace, 11 Willow Street, 15 Willow Street, 19 Willow Street, 

17 Willow Street, 13 Willow Street, 5 Rees Street, 396 Oxford Terrace, 61 Bangor Street and 36 Bangor Street. 

Source: F. Bradley, P. Mitchell, L. Tremlett, C. Staniforth and K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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4.2. Making a working-class neighbourhood: building in the Avon loop 

What follows are the stories of seven houses in the Avon loop, and the people who built them. These 

stories are presented in the order in which the houses were built and were selected on the basis of 

how much information was available about the original house. 

 

4.2.1. Living beyond your means: when reality gets in the way of grand ambitions 

In the mid-1870s, Joseph and Harriett Francis were a young couple ready to take on the world (Figure 

4-6). They had married in 1875 and emigrated to New Zealand the following year, ready to start new 

lives.18 Joseph was born into a family of woollen mill workers in Wiltshire in 1855, but, unlike most of 

his siblings, was not sent to the mills to work.19 Instead, he became a law clerk.20 At the age of 20, he 

married Harriett (née Hall), also from Wiltshire and also aged 20.21 Their first child, Joseph William Hall 

Francis, was born in Christchurch in September 1876.22 The voyage to New Zealand may have been an 

anxious one for Joseph and Harriett, as a number of passengers contracted measles, with several 

young children dying as a result.23 As a consequence, the passengers had to quarantine for several 

days on Ripapa Island (in Lyttelton Harbour) before they could disembark in Lyttelton itself.24 This 

cannot have seemed like an auspicious start to their new life. 

 

In their early years in Christchurch, Harriett and Joseph lived first in Oxford Terrace and then at the 

east end of Peterborough Street.25 The latter address was just across the Avon River from where they 

would soon build, in the Avon loop. This proximity would have meant that Harriett and Joseph were 

familiar with the area, and were aware that the loop was slowly beginning to develop. In 1878, Joseph 

bought a 405 m2 section on Oxford Terrace (which would become 396 Oxford Terrace), with a pleasing 

aspect looking north across the river.26 At the same time, he contracted an architect to design a house 

for the land.27 

 

 
18 Church of England Marriages and Banns, 1875. 
19 England Census, 1861. 
20 England Census, 1871. 
21 Church of England Marriages and Banns, 1875. 
22 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Birth,” Lyttelton Times, 23 September 1876, 2. 
23 SylviaHayes89, “Joseph William Francis,” Ancestry, accessed 2 July 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/13599389/person/12981309397/facts. “Lyttelton,” Globe, 1 May 1876, 2. 
24 “Lyttelton,” Globe, 1 May 1876, 2. 
25 “Birth,” Lyttelton Times, 23 September 1876, 2. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1878-79, 66. 
26 Certificate of title 34/251, Canterbury, 1878, Land Information New Zealand. 
27 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 October 1878, 4. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/13599389/person/12981309397/facts
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/13599389/person/12981309397/facts
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Figure 4-6. James and Harriett Francis, c.1875-76. Source: private collection, Liz Francis. 

 

Having an architect design your house was not common in nineteenth century Christchurch. Given 

that Joseph was working as a waiter (a working-class occupation) at the White Hart Hotel at the time, 

the choice is even more unusual (even the fact of a waiter – an unskilled occupation – building a house 

seems unusual).28 Although the nature of Harriett and Joseph’s finances are not known, it seems 

unlikely that they had significant resources. Joseph’s family all worked in the woollen mills, and 

Harriett was the daughter of a gardener.29 Neither, then, is likely to have come from a family with 

money. Nor would a waiter have earned a large sum (it is not known whether or not Harriett was 

earning any money).30 The architect the Francises chose was J. C. Maddison, who had started his 

 
28 Certificate of title 38/187, Canterbury, 1879, Land Information New Zealand. 
29 England Census, 1871. 
30 Catherine Bishop’s research indicates that women’s paid work in the nineteenth century was hidden in a 
variety of ways. Catherine Bishop, “Commerce Was a Woman: Women in Business in Colonial Sydney and 
Wellington” (PhD, Australian National University, 2012), 64-68. 
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practice in the city in 1872.31 Maddison would go on to become a particularly prominent architect in 

Christchurch, designing the 1909 government buildings.32 He was best known for his commercial and 

industrial design, but designed four of the houses in my sample (including two discussed in Chapter 

6).33 It is possible that the decision to use Maddison was influenced by Joseph’s place of work: in 1876, 

Maddison had designed extensions to the White Hart Hotel (and would do so again in 1882).34 It may 

be that Joseph was already working at the White Hart at this time, or that his employer recommended 

Maddison’s services. 

 

Not only did the Francis’s financial circumstances make their use of an architect surprising, so too did 

the resulting house. With its hipped roof, veranda, pairs of sash windows and fan and sidelights around 

the front door, it was a very ordinary house, and little different from any other single-storey standard 

villa (Figure 4-7 and Figure 4-8). Further, there was clear evidence of frugality in building the house. 

While the sash windows on the street-facing elevation were single pane, those on the sides and rear 

had two panes, a less fashionable and probably cheaper form.35 Likewise, only the street-facing 

elevation had rusticated weatherboards, with cheaper plain weatherboards used on the sides and 

rear. Inside, the hall was only just as wide as the front door surround, giving the entrance a cramped 

appearance from the inside (Figure 4-9) – in a more generously proportioned house, at least all of the 

door surround would have been visible, and there may have been a gap between the door surround 

and the internal hall walls. The house was small: at 78.9 m2, it was above the average size for the Avon 

loop, but smaller than the average working-class house. It had six rooms: a parlour (Room 6 on Figure 

4-10), two bedrooms (Rooms 2 and 5), a kitchen (Room 3), a scullery (Room 4) and a hall that 

connected them all (Room 1).36 The parlour was slightly bigger than the other rooms, and it – along 

with the hall – had skirting boards that were deeper than those in the other rooms.37 

 

 
31 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 October 1878, 4. Christchurch City Council, The Architectural Heritage 
of Christchurch. 5. Government Buildings (Christchurch: Christchurch City Council, Town Planning Division, 
1986), 5. 
32 Christchurch City Council, The Architectural Heritage of Christchurch. 5, 5. 
33 Ibid. 
34 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 15 August 1876, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 February 1882, 
1. 
35 This pattern of using ‘better’ – i.e. more expensive – windows on the front of the house than on the rear was 
not unusual. 
36 The scullery was identified as such when the house was advertised for rent in late 1879. “Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 9 December 1879, 1. 
37 270 mm deep as opposed to 200 mm. 



143 
 

 

Figure 4-7. The house that Joseph and Harriet Francis built at 396 Oxford Terrace in 1878-79, designed by J. C. 

Maddison. The exterior of the house had been little modified since construction, beyond being covered in 

roughcast plaster. This drawing does not show the wooden brackets on the veranda posts. These can be seen 

in Figure 4-8. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 4-8. The wooden veranda brackets. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 4-9. The front door. The hall is only just wider than the door surround. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 4-10. The original floor plan, 396 Oxford Terrace. Room 1 was the hall, Rooms 2 and 5 were bedrooms, 

Room 3 the kitchen, Room 4 a scullery and Room 6 the parlour. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

The house was, in fact, a curious mixture of spending and saving. It had a villa layout, giving it a certain 

respectability, but there was no hall arch. Money had also been saved by not having ceiling roses, 

ceiling cornices or plinth blocks, although there was some external decoration, in the form of wooden 

brackets on the veranda posts and lattice timber work at the veranda ends (Figure 4-8 and Figure 

4-11). While the lack of internal decorative features was by no means unusual for a working-class 

house, it contrasts with the expenditure on four fireplaces (Avon loop houses had an average of two) 

and the use of lath and plaster throughout the house. Kitchens and sculleries were more typically lined 

with match-lining, which is likely to have been cheaper than lath and plaster (a conclusion drawn based 
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on the distribution of lining types in relation to house size).38 In their budget decisions, then, Harriett 

and Joseph prioritised the appearance of the exterior – and warmth – over the appearance of the 

interior. 

 

 

Figure 4-11. The lattice work in the ends of the veranda. Image: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 

In November 1879, little over a year after Maddison had called for tenders for the construction of the 

house, Joseph was advertising it to let, referring to it as Cora Villa in the newspaper advertisement.39 

Harriett and Joseph’s second child was called Ethel Cora, and died before she turned one.40 This is 

likely to be the origin of the house’s name. Joseph would go on to call one of the daughters of his 

second marriage Queenie Cora, indicating the name was of particular significance to him (tragically, 

Queenie also died at a young age).41 At the time he advertised the house for let, the Francises were 

living at the Junction Hotel in Rangiora, with Joseph taking over the license for the hotel a month 

later.42 Whether or not the Francises might have briefly lived at Cora Villa before moving to Rangiora 

has not been possible to establish. Alternatively, it is possible that Harriet and Joseph always intended 

to rent out the house. 

 
38 None of the original fireplaces survived, having been removed prior to the earthquakes. 
39 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 November 1879, 1. 
40 SylviaHayes89, “Joseph William Francis.” “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
41 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
42 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 November 1879, 1. “News of the Day,” Press, 24 December 1879, 2. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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In taking over the license for the Junction Hotel, Joseph had moved from being a waiter to a 

hotelkeeper, and an unskilled employee to a business owner (and possibly an employer), with the 

potential for greater rewards – and with greater risks. His experience working at the White Hart would 

have given him some valuable insight into the hotel business, but it was not all plain sailing for him in 

his new role.43 In January 1880, he was charged with serving a drunk patron and also involved in 

several civil court cases.44 His tenure at the Junction did not last long: he transferred the licence to 

George Hoxell in March 1880 and by May 1880, had taken over the South Rakaia Hotel.45 This was a 

hotel at a small settlement on the south side of the Rakaia River, conveniently located at the river 

crossing. By October 1880, the Francises had moved slightly further north, and Joseph had taken over 

the Rolleston Hotel.46 At this point, Cora Villa was again offered for rent.47 

 

In June 1881, Joseph renewed his license for the Rolleston Hotel, making this the longest that he had 

spent at a single hotel.48 Two months later, he sold Cora Villa to Joseph Oram Sheppard.49 Sheppard 

and Joseph had known each other at least since Joseph’s days as a waiter at the White Hart Hotel, of 

which Sheppard was the proprietor.50 Subsequent to this, both men were involved in the Junction 

Hotel.51 Sheppard then helped Joseph financially when Joseph was running the Rolleston Hotel.52 In 

March 1882 Harriett gave birth to the couple’s fourth child at Cora Villa, indicating that the family used 

the house after they had sold it.53 It is likely that Harriett felt more comfortable giving birth in the city 

than in the small isolated settlement of Rolleston, where there may have been little help on hand (it 

was not unusual for women from remote farms to come to the city to give birth).54 How and why this 

came to happen at Cora Villa in particular is less clear. It may simply have been the case that the house 

was vacant and available at a time when Harriett needed a place in the city. 

 

 
43 “Magistrates’ Courts,” Globe, 17 February 1879, 2. 
44 “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 7 January 1880, 3. “Rangiora,” Press, 21 January 1880, 3. 
45 “Rangiora Licensing Court,” Globe, 17 March 1880, 1. “News of the Day,” Press, 15 May 1880, 5. 
46 “Advertisements,” Press, 5 October 1880, 1. 
47 “Advertisements,” Press, 5 October 1880, 1. 
48 “Christchurch,” Star (Christchurch), 8 June 1881, 3. 
49 Certificate of title 38/187. 
50 “Magistrates’ Courts,” Globe, 17 February 1879, 2. 
51 “News of the Day,” Press, 24 December 1879, 2. “New Hotel at Rangiora,” Lyttelton Times, 14 July 1880, 3. 
52 “Supreme Court,” Star (Christchurch), 30 June 1882, 3. 
53 “Births,” Star (Christchurch), 20 March 1882, 2. 
54 One of the other houses in my sample (22 Cranmer Square) was the location of maternity home in the late 
1880s and early 1890s, and a number of rural women gave birth there. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 
19 August 1889, 3. “Birth,” Press, 2 June 1891, 4. 
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In mid-1882, Joseph Sheppard called in his debts, and Joseph was forced to give up the Rolleston Hotel 

and declare bankruptcy.55 A court case over Joseph’s debts to Sheppard revealed that Joseph owned 

land in Waimate, Rolleston and Christchurch, but was heavily mortgaged (to the sum of at least £1400) 

and carried other debts relating to the purchase of supplies for the hotel.56 Sheppard himself turned 

out to be in financial difficulties, and was declared bankrupt the following year.57 Sheppard no doubt 

demanded repayment of Joseph’s debts in an attempt to stave off his own bankruptcy, but the state 

of Joseph’s financial affairs indicates that it is unlikely he could have continued to run the Rolleston 

Hotel for much longer, although he may have been able to avoid bankruptcy. 

 

It is tempting to see the young Joseph as having come under Sheppard’s sway whilst working as a 

waiter at the White Hart Hotel. Sheppard, who was only five years older than Joseph, was from a well-

known family of hotel proprietors.58 Prior to his bankruptcy, he had done very well out of the White 

Hart.59 It is easy to imagine a situation where Joseph looked up to and was somewhat bedazzled by 

the successful Sheppard and was convinced that he could follow the same path to success. The two 

may have become friends, given their similar ages. Perhaps Sheppard took advantage of Joseph, 

convincing him that he too could make his fortune from hotels. Or perhaps it was a straightforward 

business arrangement. It is impossible to know from this distance. Joseph’s use of an architect to 

design Cora Villa certainly suggests someone who did not always make sound financial decisions, or 

decisions for the right reasons. The details of his finances in 1882 support this. What is clear is that 

the relationship between the two men was fundamental to the trajectory that Harriett and Joseph’s 

lives took in Christchurch. 

 

Harriett died in 1887, leaving Joseph with four children, aged between three and 11.60 As was not 

uncommon in such a situation, Joseph remarried quickly, to Nellie Britt.61 Remarrying quickly after the 

loss of a spouse was common for men in particular, in order not just to provide care for his children 

(and himself), but to keep the family on a sound financial footing.62 Joseph was by no means the only 

widower in my sample to take this approach – see, for example, Ernest Oppenheim (section 4.2.5). 

 
55 “Supreme Court,” Star (Christchurch), 30 June 1882, 3. 
56 “Supreme Court,” Star (Christchurch), 30 June 1882, 3. 
57 G. R. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary of Canterbury Biography,” S290, Canterbury Museum. 
58 Ibid. 
59 Ibid. 
60 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Advertisements,” Star 19 May 1887, 2. 
61 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
62 Annabel Cooper and Marian Horan, “Down and out on the Flat: The Gendering of Poverty,” in Sites of 
Gender: Women, Men and Modernity in Southern Dunedin, 1890-1939, ed. Barbara Brookes, Annabel Cooper 
and Robin Law (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2003), 207-208. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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Joseph and Nellie would have two children, only one of whom survived to adulthood.63 Little else is 

known of Joseph’s life after this. By 1889, he was once again working as a waiter in a hotel, this time 

in Timaru.64 Joseph continued to live in Timaru until his death in the hospital there in 1894.65 No will 

was found for either Harriett or Joseph. 

 

How did Cora Villa fit into Harriett and Joseph’s lives, and what does it reveal about their experience 

of life in nineteenth century Christchurch? To me, the mere fact of a waiter building a house, let alone 

one designed by an architect, suggests a family living beyond their means. While no figures are 

available about how much it cost to retain an architect, it must have added significantly to the cost of 

the build, while adding very little to the end result in this case. Cora Villa was no different from any 

other standard villa, and the fact that it was designed by J. C. Maddison was never mentioned in the 

advertisements for its rental. Thus, this was probably a considerable cost that realised no gain, except 

perhaps an increased sense of self-worth for Harriett and Joseph. Although a simple house, it would 

still have been more expensive to build than a cottage and thus, even on its own, represents a 

significant expenditure for a waiter. Perhaps the intention was always that it was to be an investment, 

whether to be rented out or sold for a profit. Or perhaps it was the case that the Francises wanted to 

be the sort of family that lived in this sort of house and thus their decision was one born of aspirations 

and ambitions.  

 

4.2.2. A woman’s role: not always to sit quietly in the background 

In 1878, Mrs Maria Hardie bought a section in the Avon loop and took out a mortgage against it.66 This 

was not the only way in which Maria behaved a little differently from her (female) contemporaries: 

she also spoke on behalf of her son in court on more than one occasion, a situation where mostly it 

was fathers who spoke. It is difficult to establish exactly what circumstances gave rise to either of 

these situations, but one possibility is that her husband had a problem with alcohol. Maria was born 

in Shoreditch, London, in 1837, to Irish parents, Michael and Norah Gannon. In 1859, she married 

Andrew Douglas Hardie, a carpenter of Scots descent (whose father was also a carpenter). The couple 

continued to live in Shoreditch until 1874, when they emigrated to Christchurch, with their four 

surviving children (two others had died).67 It is not clear where the family lived before Maria bought 

 
63 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
64 “The Club Hotel,” Timaru Herald, 21 March 1889, 3. 
65 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1892-93, 49. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Timaru), 1893, 22. “Town 
& Country,” Timaru Herald, 3 July 1894, 2. 
66 Certificate of title 34/248, Canterbury, 1878, Land Information New Zealand. 
67 Woodskg, “Andrew Douglas Hardie,” Ancestry, accessed 19 February 2019, 
https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-
tree/person/tree/14687068/person/148513297/facts?_phsrc=AxX355&_phstart=successSource. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-tree/person/tree/14687068/person/148513297/facts?_phsrc=AxX355&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-tree/person/tree/14687068/person/148513297/facts?_phsrc=AxX355&_phstart=successSource
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the section in the Avon loop, but newspapers on the walls of the house indicate that it was extant by 

early 1879 and the family no doubt took up residence in that year (Figure 4-12). By this time, Andrew 

and Maria had six children, ranging from the one-year-old Willie to 20-year-old Andrew Douglas 

Hardie. Both Andrews were carpenters, and thus it seems likely that the two were involved in the 

construction of the house.68 There is no evidence that Andrew senior worked on his own account, 

making the family a working class one. 

 

 

Figure 4-12. One of the strips of newspaper that had been used to line the walls in Room 6 (see Figure 4-14), 

to minimise draughts coming through the gaps in the rough sawn boards. This had survived underneath 

subsequent layers of wallpaper and was revealed when those layers were removed. Dates of 30 January and 

3 February 1879 were visible in advertisements for the product of a Professor Gusscot, probably a patent 

medicine of some sort.69 Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Maria’s purchase of the section was a curious act. New Zealand’s legislation at the time meant that, 

in the eyes of the law, everything that was Maria’s was in fact her husband’s. If a case about this land 

had gone to court, Maria would not have been able to appear on her own behalf. Instead, her husband 

would have appeared.70 There were two circumstances under which this was not the case: if there 

was a marriage settlement or if Maria had obtained a married woman’s property protection order. 

 
68 Ibid. 
69 These advertisements were found in Christchurch papers dating to 1879 e.g. “Advertisements,” Press, 24 
May 1879, 6; “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 25 July 1879, 4. 
70 Bettina Bradbury, “From Civil Death to Separate Property: Changes in the Legal Rights of Married Women in 
Nineteenth Century New Zealand,” New Zealand Journal of History 29, no. 2 (1995): 52-57. 
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The former was typically the preserve of the wealthy (which Andrew and Maria Hardie were not) and 

the latter was used if the husband had left without reasonable cause and in marriages where the 

husband could be shown to have committed adultery, cruelty, was habitually drunk or habitually failed 

to provide.71 None of these things are known to have been the case, although there are some 

indications that Andrew Hardie may have been a drinker. In the absence of evidence for any of these 

reasons for Maria’s purchase, how can it be interpreted, in an era when it was unusual for women to 

buy land? It is possible that the money used for the purchase was Maria’s, although how she had come 

by it is not clear – her father was described as a labourer and a stonemason and she was one of four 

children who survived to adulthood.72 This does not seem like the most likely source of funds, but it is 

not impossible. Nor is it impossible that Maria had worked and earned the money. As Catherine Bishop 

has demonstrated, the paid work of women in the nineteenth century can be hard to find in the 

historical record, depending on the nature of that work.73 Maria may well have taken in laundry or 

looked after children other than her own, although this does not seem like work sufficient to earn the 

deposit for a section. 

 

The house that Andrew and Maria built at what would become 13 Willow Street was a very small, 

simple one (Figure 4-13). It was a double-box cottage with six rooms (Figure 4-14). At 54.1 m2, it was 

one of the smallest houses in the loop, and would have been particularly cramped if all the children 

were living at home. The house was clad in plain weatherboards and did not have a veranda. Nor were 

there fan or sidelights around the front door. In fact, there were no decorative features on the street-

facing elevation – although this elevation had been modified in the twentieth century, the nature of 

the rest of the house indicates it is unlikely that there were ever decorative features on the exterior. 

Of note, too, is that the house was positioned on the east half of the section Maria purchased, which 

would facilitate the later subdivision of the section (although whether this is the reason for the 

position of the house is not known – it may equally have been to facilitate gardening or the storage of 

building materials).74 Inside, the house had a cottage layout, which was a cheaper option than the villa 

layout of Cora Villa and provided more living space for the same total floor area, something that would 

 
71 Bradbury, “From Civil Death to Separate Property,” 47. Julia Bradshaw, email message to author, 13 
February 2019. Barbara Minchinton, however, has revealed that when the detailed analysis of the ownership 
of individual land parcels was undertaken for nineteenth Melbourne, marriage settlements were found not to 
be restricted to wealthy families, in spite of previous assumptions that this was the case. It seems likely that 
the same would also be true of New Zealand. Barbara Minchinton, “Women as Landowners in Victoria: 
Questions from Little Lon,” History Australia 14, no. 1 (2017): 72-75. 
72 Woodskg, “Andrew Douglas Hardie.” 
73 Bishop, “Commerce Was a Woman,” 64-68. 
74 Houses were typically positioned in the middle of the section, when considered widthways. 
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have been badly needed in this small house. Unsurprisingly, there were no internal decorative 

features. The two original fireplaces and surrounds had been replaced in the early twentieth century.  

 

 

Figure 4-13. The street-facing/south elevation of the house at 13 Willow Street. The front door, windows and 

awnings above them dated to the twentieth century. The door and windows were in the location of the 

originals. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 4-14. The floor plan of the house at 13 Willow Street. Given the make-up of the family, it is likely that 

Rooms 2, 3 and 6 were all used as bedrooms by the Hardies. Room 4 was the kitchen and living area and Room 

5 the pantry or scullery. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Some unusual choices had been made with regard to the internal wall and ceiling linings. Most houses 

in my sample that had walls lined with rough sawn boards had match-lined ceilings (which were more 

expensive). This was presumably because such linings would have retained the heat better and kept 

out draughts. Andrew and Maria, however, chose to line both the walls and ceilings of the front rooms 

with rough sawn boards (Figure 4-15). The ceilings would then have been wallpapered, and thus 

become a decorative feature (match-lined surfaces were not typically wallpapered, while those lined 

with rough sawn boards were, in order to cover the boards and keep out the draughts). The linings in 

the hall, kitchen and pantry/scullery ceilings, however, followed the more typical pattern, and their 
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ceilings were match lined. Room 3 (a bedroom) had been damaged by fire in 1926 and subsequently 

replaced – as a result there is no information about its original linings.75 There was wainscoting in the 

hall, the kitchen and the front room with a fireplace (Room 6). Andrew and Maria’s choices with 

regards to the linings of the front rooms may have been a tacit acknowledgement that ceilings were 

often the site of a decorative feature (most commonly a ceiling rose), and that this was the only form 

of decoration the Hardies could afford. It is surely no coincidence that they only took this approach in 

the front rooms – even in this smallest and cheapest of houses, the cultural norms of the day were 

adhered to as best as possible (that is, the front rooms, where guests would be entertained, being 

more decorative than the rear rooms). It may also not have been a coincidence that one of the front 

rooms was distinguished from the other through both a fireplace and wainscoting (Room 6), 

suggesting that it was designed to be the parlour, although the size and composition of Andrew and 

Maria’s family means it is unlikely that they ever used it as such. The wainscoting, though, is intriguing, 

because it was also used in the hall and the kitchen. The latter was the most common site of 

wainscoting in nineteenth century houses, and to find it in both a service room and a public room is 

unusual.76 

 

 
75 “General News”, Press, 30 June 1926, 8. 
76 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 115-116. 
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Figure 4-15. Top row: the match-lining (left) and scrim (right) used to cover it in Room 2. The bottom three 

images all show wallpaper in Room 6. While it is not possible to date any of this, the principles of stratigraphy 

indicate that the wallpaper in the bottom image (which had been used to cover the gaps in the rough sawn 

boards, rather than for a primarily decorative function) was the oldest, and may have been extant in the 

Hardies’ time. Middle row: the papers at left overlaid those at right, indicating their relative ages. Source: P. 

Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Shortly after Maria bought the section, things started to go wrong for the couple’s second son, Robert. 

Robert was born in 1867 and his first encounter with the law came in 1878, when he stole a horse 
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cover.77 Maria was clearly unimpressed, having him return the cover to its rightful owner, and then, 

when the police came calling, confirming that young Robert was indeed responsible for the theft. For 

this crime, Robert was imprisoned for 6 hours, presumably in the rather forbidding Addington Gaol.78 

This was but Robert’s first of several encounters with the law – and the gaol – over the next few years. 

In each case, it was petty theft that landed Robert in trouble, but the punishments escalated rapidly, 

with him being given the lash – the cat-o’-nine tails – on several occasions and being imprisoned for 

three months on one occasion. This was all before he turned 15, and included being imprisoned for a 

month and given the lash was when he was only 12.79 In early 1881, Maria, who noted on more than 

one occasion that Robert was easily led, was going to try to solve the problem by sending him away 

to a farm.80 Whether or not this actually happened is unclear, but if it did, nothing changed. It was 

only when Robert was sent to an industrial school for three years that the offending ceased.81 One of 

the notable aspects of Robert’s court appearances is that it was Maria who appeared and spoke with 

regards to his character and behaviour. Andrew’s presence is only recorded in one instance (when he 

agreed to “chastise him to save him a whipping at the Addington Gaol”) but even then it was Maria 

who spoke on Robert’s behalf.82 The other boys who appeared with Robert were represented by their 

fathers – there is no mention of their mothers, suggesting that the Hardies’ approach was an unusual 

one. 

 

In 1881, Maria sold the west half of the 708 m2 section in Willow Street.83 The family remained at 13 

Willow Street until March 1886, when Maria sold that land too.84 Advertisements for the sale of the 

house had started appearing in the paper a year before its eventual sale, possibly the result of a slow 

market, but perhaps also due to a high asking price, or an undesirable house or location.85 It is at this 

point that Andrew all but disappears from view, but Maria may remain visible. In the late 1880s and 

early 1890s, a Mrs M. Hardie is listed as living in Taylor’s Lane (now Aberdeen Street and slightly to 

the north of the Avon loop) and the available evidence suggests that this was Maria, although it cannot 

be proved definitively.86 That Mrs M. Hardie is listed in the street directories is indicative of the fact 

 
77 “Larceny of a horse-cover,” Star (Christchurch), 1 November 1878, 3. Woodskg, “Andrew Douglas Hardie.” 
78 “Larceny of a horse-cover,” Star (Christchurch), 1 November 1878, 3. 
79 “Magistrates’ court,” Globe, 29 May 1879, 3. “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 30 May 1879, 3. “Christchurch,” 
Star (Christchurch), 28 December 1880, 1. “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 25 March 1881, 3. “Christchurch,” 
Star (Christchurch), 29 June 1881, 3. 
80 “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 25 March 1881, 3. 
81 “Magisterial,” Globe, 13 July 1881, 3. “Burnham School Children,” Globe, 24 April 1881, 3. 
82 “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 25 March 1881, 3. 
83 This would become 11 Willow Street and the house subsequently built on this section is also in my sample 
(but not discussed in this chapter). Certificate of title 34/248. 
84 Certificate of title 34/248. 
85 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 22 May 1885, 1. 
86 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1887-88, 125; 1890-91, 128. 
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that her husband was not living with her, suggesting that she and Andrew had separated. Like the 

streets within the Avon loop, Taylor’s Lane was not part of the original survey of Christchurch, but was 

formed by a private landowner and subsequently handed over to the city council.87 There is just one 

possible mention of Andrew during this period, when the wife of one of the Andrew Douglas Hardies 

applied for an order “to prevent publicans from serving him intoxicating liquor”.88 In 1901, Andrew 

Hardie senior was convicted of drunkenness twice, which adds some weight to the theory that Maria 

had taken out the order against Andrew, but is not sufficient to draw a firm conclusion.89 By 1893, 

Andrew and Maria were living in Moa Place (a street just north of Taylor’s Lane and of a very similar 

character to the Avon loop).90 

 

In 1896, Maria drowned in the Avon River.91 The particularly sad nature of her death was detailed in 

the papers. She and Andrew had been drinking at home (in Moa Place) on a Saturday evening, before 

going out to the A1 Hotel (on the corner of Cashel and Colombo streets), where they drank some 

more. When Andrew arrived home, alone, at about 10:30pm, his son reported that he was drunk. 

Earlier in the evening, Maria had been found lying on the pavement outside St Luke’s Church (on the 

corner of Kilmore and Manchester streets), although the doctor who attended her then “could not say 

that she was drunk”.92 Late in the afternoon of the following day, she was found, dead, in the Avon 

River, after one of her sons reported her missing. The particular impetus to this discovery was not so 

much her absence, as the fact that a dog “which often accompanied his mother, had just come home 

bringing with it a piece of stuff which was recognised as part of the dress she had worn, and as the 

material was wet, it was feared that she must be in the river”.93 Her body was subsequently found 

under the Madras Street bridge, about 500 m from her home.94 No will or probate has been found for 

Maria, and Andrew left Moa Place shortly after her death.95 

 

 
87 Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: A” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 
4. 
88 It is not clear whether this referred to the father or the son. “Magisterial”, Press, 21 November 1889, 3. 
89 “Inebriety,” Press, 5 December 1901, 2. 
90 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1893, 104. 
91 “Accidents and fatalities,” Lyttelton Times, 13 July 1896, 5. “Drowning Case,” Star (Christchurch), 14 July 
1896, 1. 
92 “The Licensing Act,” Star (Christchurch), 31 July 1896, 2. 
93 “Accidents and fatalities,” Lyttelton Times, 13 July 1896, 5. 
94 “Accidents and fatalities,” Lyttelton Times, 13 July 1896, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 14 July 1896, 1. 
95 When a Mrs Mary Barnett is recorded as living at 7 Moa Place. “Accidents and fatalities,” Press, 9 October 
1896, 6. 
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Andrew’s death was just as unfortunate. By the early twentieth century, he was living in Richmond 

and, on a Saturday evening in March 1909, he was the victim of a hit and run.96 No one was ever 

charged with the crime, in spite of the fact that whoever had hit him had moved his body off the road, 

into a neighbouring paddock. The magistrate commented “that however accidental the occurrence 

might have been there was a direct effort at concealment subsequently, and nobody had the pluck, 

or the courage, or the sense of propriety to come forward and explain the position.”97 Of note is that 

the reports on Andrew’s death and the inquest referred to his “cottage” or his “hut”, suggesting that 

his living circumstances had changed little from Willow Street.98 No will or probate was found for 

Andrew. 

 

Maria and Andrew’s house provides a glimpse into the lives and homes of the poorest house builders 

in Christchurch. They were able to buy land and build a house, but the house was small and must have 

been cramped, given the size of their family. It was also very plain compared to its neighbours (Figure 

4-16). In spite of this, some attempts were made to distinguish between the front (and ostensibly 

‘public’) spaces in the house and the rear (‘private’) spaces, demonstrating the pervasiveness of these 

cultural norms, even when there was no possibility that one of the front rooms would be used as a 

parlour.99 It is possible that Maria and Andrew took this approach with a view to the resale value of 

their house, rather than thinking of their own use of the house. Peter Petchey and Seán Brosnahan 

have proposed that resale value was one of the key factors driving the form and appearance of Pākehā 

houses in mid-late nineteenth century New Zealand, and Maria and Andrew’s decisions with regards 

to their front room could be framed in this light.100  

 

 
96 “Accidents and Fatalities,” Star (Christchurch), 22 March 1909, 1. “A Mysterious Death,” Star (Christchurch), 
23 March 1909, 3. “The Richmond Mystery”, Lyttelton Times, 31 March 1909, 8. 
97 “The Richmond Mystery”, Lyttelton Times, 31 March 1909, 8. 
98 “Accidents and Fatalities,” Star (Christchurch), 22 March 1909, 1. “A Mysterious Death,” Star (Christchurch), 
23 March 1909, 3. “The Richmond Mystery”, Lyttelton Times, 31 March 1909, 8. 
99 Helen Leach, “The European House and Garden in New Zealand: A Case for Parallel Development,” in At 
Home in New Zealand: History, Houses, People, ed. Barbara Brookes (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2000), 76, 79-80. Anna K. C. Petersen, New Zealanders at Home: A Cultural History of Domestic Interiors 1814-
1914 (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2001), 10. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 154. 
100 Peter Petchey and Seán G. Brosnahan, “Finding Meaning and Identity in New Zealand Buildings 
Archaeology: The Example of ‘Parihaka’ House,” Journal of Pacific Archaeology 7, no. 2 (2016), 39. 
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Figure 4-16. There were five houses in Willow Street in my sample, four of which are shown here (there was 

no street-facing elevation drawn of the house at 11 Willow Street). The house at 13 Willow Street was by far 

the smallest and plainest of these houses. The houses shown here are, clockwise from top left: 13 Willow 

Street, 15 Willow Street (discussed in section 4.2.3), 19 Willow Street (discussed in section 4.2.5) and 17 

Willow Street. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Between the small size and its plainness, the house at 13 Willow Street would have been relatively 

cheap to build, particularly if father and son worked on it. These were the ways in which those on 

lower incomes were able to afford a home of their own. The size of the house, and its position on one 

half of the section, rather than in the middle, may indicate that Maria always planned to subdivide the 

land and use the capital thus raised to supplement their income. Maria discharged the original 

mortgage at the time of the subdivision, but took out a new mortgage the following year, and there is 

no indication about how the resulting money was spent – or, indeed, how much money was raised.101 

Alternatively, in buying a relatively large section, the family may have hoped to one day build a more 

substantial house – or to use the surrounding land to produce food and thus reduce their living costs, 

something that Trevor Burnard and Erik Olssen, Clyde Griffen and Frank Jones have argued was the 

desire of many mid-late nineteenth century migrants to New Zealand.102 

 
101 Certificate of title 34/248. 
102 Trevor Burnard, “An Artisanal Town - the Economic Sinews of Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, 
Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2000), 122. Erik Olssen, Clyde Griffen, and Frank Jones, An Accidental Utopia? 
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4.2.3. Mum and dad investors I: an investment property that did not work out 

Henry Barrett went bankrupt in 1885. And then he nearly went bankrupt again a few years later, a 

situation that must surely have caused Susan, his wife, some distress. Fortunately, he eventually learnt 

his lesson and took on a nice, steady government job after his second bankruptcy, and things ended 

quite well for the couple. Henry, a bricklayer, and Susan, his wife, had arrived in Dunedin from England 

in 1873.103 They were living in Christchurch by July 1877, having spent some time in Dunedin and on 

the West Coast first.104 By 1878, they were resident on Victoria Street, near its intersection with what 

is now Bealey Avenue (then the North Belt).105 They were to live there for several years, before moving 

to Oxford Terrace (near Manchester Street), where they lived for most of the 1880s.106 By 1890, they 

had moved just north of the river, to Kilmore Street, between Manchester and Kilmore streets.107 They 

were to live there until they left Christchurch in 1894.108 It has not been possible to establish whether 

they were living in rental properties or houses they owned. 

 

In 1880, Henry bought the section to the east of Maria and Andrew Hardie, which would become 15 

Willow Street.109 A year later, he took out a building license and, a few months after this, mortgaged 

the land.110 Construction of the house is thus believed to date to c.1881. Henry was a bricklayer at the 

time (he was later described as a builder) and, given that, it is not surprising that the Willow Street 

house was built in brick.111 At around this time, he was operating in partnership with Arthur 

Brightmore, also a bricklayer, and it is possible that the two men worked together on the house.112 

Certainly, his occupation is likely to have given him access to relatively cheap brick. Being in business 

 
Social Mobility and the Foundations of an Egalitarian Society, 1880-1940 (Dunedin: Otago University Press, 
2011), 252-253. 
103 “Michael Angelo,” New Zealand Bound, accessed 18 June 2021, 
https://freepages.rootsweb.com/~nzbound/genealogy/michaelangelo1873.htm. 
104 “Fatal Stabbing Case,” Globe, 23 July 1877, 2. “Personal Matters,” Evening Post, 22 August 1927, 11. “West 
Coast Notes,” Press, 10 June 1932: 3. 
105 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1878-79, 72. 
106 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1883-84, 3. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 19 
August 1882, 2. 
107 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1890, 6. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1890-91, 109. 
108 “Birth,” Star (Christchurch), 8 September 1894, 2. “Personal matters,” Evening Post, 22 August 1927, 11. 
109 Certificate of title 51/93, Canterbury, 1880, Land Information New Zealand. 
110 For a time in the early 1880s, Christchurch City Council issued building licenses and the information that 
one had been issued was published in the newspaper. It has not been possible to locate the original archival 
material relating to these licenses and thus it is not clear what they were for or what they contained. Some 
builders, however, were fined for starting construction without a license (see the story of Alfred Foster in 
section 4.2.4) and there is sufficient circumstantial evidence to indicate that they were required before 
construction could commence. “City Council,” Globe, 8 February 1881, 3. Certificate of title 51/93. 
111 Certificate of title 51/93. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 19 August 1882, 2. 
112 “Advertisements,” Press, 22 August 1881, 1. 

https://freepages.rootsweb.com/~nzbound/genealogy/michaelangelo1873.htm
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on his own account, Henry’s occupation was a middle class one. There is no evidence to indicate that 

Henry and Susan ever lived in the house, and it was probably built as a rental property. In 1883, Henry 

transferred the section to the mortgage holder, John Connal, suggesting that he may have 

encountered some financial difficulties.113 

 

The house at 15 Willow Street was the only brick house in my sample from the Avon loop (Figure 4-17). 

The nature and extent of the earthquake damage to the house was such that it was not possible to 

enter the building before its demolition, although it was possible to photograph its interior through 

the partly collapsed external walls. This house was a bay cottage, a form that was more fashionable 

than the generally smaller, cheaper and plainer standard cottage (such as that at 13 Willow Street). 

By the early 1880s, however, both the standard and bay villa were becoming the most fashionable 

types, and the bay cottage would have been regarded as outdated by the end of the decade. The 

relative cheapness of Henry and Susan’s house would have been indicated by the fact that it did not 

have sidelights on either side of the front door, and the splayed bay window, a form that was quickly 

becoming unfashionable at this time. It did have a finial and moulded eaves on the bay, however. No 

information was available about the original internal decorations. 

 

 
113 Upon his death in 1919, John Connal funded a scholarship at the University of Canterbury that is still 
awarded today. Certificate of title 51/93. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C510. “University of Canterbury 
Memorials & Bequests,” University of Canterbury, accessed 30 September 2021, 
https://www.canterbury.ac.nz/uc-foundation/uc-memorials--bequests/.  

https://www.canterbury.ac.nz/uc-foundation/uc-memorials--bequests/
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Figure 4-17. The brick house that Henry and Susan Barrett built at 15 Willow Street. The windows and door 

were not original and nor was the porch. The form of the bay window was original, however, as was the 

location of the other window and the door. Part of the street-facing elevation had collapsed as a result of the 

earthquakes. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Although a cut above the basic standard cottage, this bay cottage still had a cottage layout, rather 

than the slightly more upmarket villa layout (Figure 4-18). The house had six rooms, three of which 

were bedrooms (Rooms 2, 4 and 5 on Figure 4-18). The remaining rooms were the hall (Room 1), the 

kitchen (Room 3) and the parlour (Room 6). This last was distinguished by its size and the bay window, 

clearly marking it out as the most public room in the house. The house had at least two fireplaces 

when it was built, and probably four (most fireplaces were built as back-to-back fireplaces). As at Cora 

Villa, then, careful decisions had been made about what to spend money on – the number of fireplaces 

– and what not to spend it on – a villa layout and the front door sidelights that typically went with it. 

Fireplaces and chimneys, of course, were brick and Henry may well have had access to cheaper bricks 

than the average house builder, even if it was only the builder’s mark-up that he was not paying. Using 

his own labour, too, no doubt would have made four chimneys more affordable. 
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Figure 4-18. The floor plan, 15 Willow Street. Room 1 was the hall, Rooms 2, 4 and 5 were bedrooms, Room 3 

was the kitchen and Room 6 was the parlour. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and 

K. Watson. 

 

Henry Barrett and Arthur Brightmore dissolved their partnership in early 1882.114 After this, Henry 

operated on his own, and regularly advertised in the newspaper that he had a license to connect drains 

with the main sewer.115 He ceased to advertise this service in February 1885, and was declared 

bankrupt later that year, at which point he was described as a contractor.116 In less than a year, 

however, he was back at work on his own account, stripping out the Empire Hotel.117 Henry does not 

often appear in the newspapers in the years that followed, but a handful of advertisements and 

 
114 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 25 April 1882, 1. 
115 “Drainage Board,” Globe, 9 May 1882, 4. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 19 August 1882, 2. 
116 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 28 February 1885, 2. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 July 
1885, 7. 
117 “Advertisements,” Press, 17 July 1886, 4. 
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articles indicate that he continued to ply his trade as a builder and/or bricklayer.118 Susan, of course, 

appears not at all – even the announcements for the birth of their children (including two stillborn 

children) refer simply to “the wife of H. Barrett”.119 

 

To be fair, Henry himself was not that easy to track in the newspapers. There were two Henry Barretts 

in Christchurch from the mid-1880s, the other being a clerk.120 Unless the occupation of the man in 

question was mentioned, it was difficult to tell who was who. It was undoubtedly the relevant Henry 

who was one of a number of men proposing that a bricklayers’ union be established in 1890.121 It is 

also likely that the relevant Henry was the H. Barrett who was a member of the Christchurch Working 

Men’s Club, as newspaper articles about the club that mention H. Barrett cease in 1893, not long 

before Henry and Susan moved to Wellington.122 Certainly, in 1887, Henry had the contract to build a 

new brick building for the club.123 

 

In 1894, not long after a second stillborn baby, Henry and Susan and their two surviving children 

(another had died at 6 months) moved to Wellington.124 No information to suggest why they made 

this move has been located, but perhaps there was family in Wellington, or the economic prospects 

seemed better, or it was a chance to escape the sadness of the lost children. For all this, the move was 

not initially successful: Henry narrowly avoided a second bankruptcy the following year.125 At the time, 

Henry’s only assets were £20 of furniture, while his debts were over £200.126 His bankruptcy, however, 

was discharged after he was able to repay some of his debts, and possibly because his wife was sick.127 

Things seem to have taken a happier turn in the years that followed: Susan gave birth to a daughter 

(at the age of 47) and Henry found employment as a building inspector for the Public Works 

Department.128 At his death, in 1927, his estate was worth £400.129 While not a huge sum, it was a 

considerable improvement on his position in 1895. This suggests that Henry’s bankruptcies had been 

caused not so much by being bad with money, as perhaps just not being good at running a business. 

 
118 “Municipal,” Lyttelton Times, 3 November 1886, 6. “Working Men’s Club,” Press, 19 January 1887, 2. 
119 “Births,” Star (Christchurch), 8 September 1891, 3. “Birth,” Star (Christchurch), 18 June 1894, 2. 
120 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1885-86, 3. 
121 “Amalgamated Society Railway Servants,” Press 5 July 1890, 5. 
122 “Christchurch Working Men’s Club,” Lyttelton Times, 22 October 1886, 6. 
123 “Working Men’s Club,” Press, 19 January 1887, 2. 
124 “Personal Matters,” Evening Post, 22 August 1927: 11. BDM. 
125 “The Bank Question,” Evening Post, 17 August 1895, 2. 
126 “The County Council Conference,” Evening Post, 20 August 1895, 2. 
127 “Bankruptcy Court,” Evening Post, 14 October 1895, 2. 
128 “A Fatal Fall,” Evening Post, 23 May 1904, 5. “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
129 Henry Barrett Probate 41102 (1927) AAOM/6029, Archives New Zealand, Wellington. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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Susan died five years later, by which time she was living in Cobden (on the West Coast of the South 

Island), either with or near one of their sons.130 

 

Gaps in the historical record are always frustrating – and tantalising, in the speculative possibilities 

they allow. In this case, they seem especially so, when trying to understand the trajectory of the 

Barretts’ lives and to interpret the role of the house at 15 Willow Street in their lives. The possibility 

that this house was the only one that Henry and Susan ever owned casts it in quite a different light 

compared to if it were, say, one of a number that they either owned and lived in, or owned and rented 

or sold for a profit. Regardless of this broader context that is missing, it is clear that this house was 

built with the aim of making money, and that it probably did not achieve this end. Although it might 

have staved off Henry’s first bankruptcy for a year or two, the costs associated with building might 

also have contributed to that. When it was built, it was a house type that was just becoming 

unfashionable, but one that would certainly have seemed impressive compared to the neighbouring 

13 Willow Street (Figure 4-16). But that neighbour, its location in the Avon loop, the cottage layout 

and the fact that it was a house form on the verge of becoming unfashionable would have meant that 

it was unlikely to ever attract anything more than a working-class tenant. It is not clear how, or even 

if, its being built in brick would have added to its appeal, and thus its value. As outlined in Chapter 3, 

my analysis has demonstrated that, by the time this house was built, there was no longer a widespread 

perception that permanent materials were better cladding than weatherboards. For some, though, 

particularly recent arrivals, the attitude may have persisted. 

 

4.2.4. Mum and dad investors II: an investment property that did work out 

Like Henry and Susan Barrett, Alfred and Mary Foster chose to invest in property in the Avon loop, 

albeit with a markedly more successful outcome. It may be mere coincidence that they built a more 

fashionable form of house, although the house itself is not one that was obviously making a fashion 

statement. Alfred was born in London, on 28 August 1849.131 He and Mary married, in New Zealand, 

in 1875, and their four children were born over the following five years, with one not surviving beyond 

childhood.132 Alfred was a bookbinder by  trade.133 No evidence has been found to suggest he was in 

business during the nineteenth century, indicating that his occupation was a working class one. By 

early 1880, Alfred was advertising a four-room cottage for lease, giving his address as “Mr Lee’s 

 
130 “Personal Matters,” Evening Post, 22 August 1927: 11. “Obituary,” Press, 10 June 1932, 3. 
131 Alfred Foster Probate CH11593 (1927) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
132 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
133 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1880-81, 25. 
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paddock, Oxford Terrace east.”134 Mr Lee was Henry William Lee, who leased parts of either Town 

Reserve 29 or Town Reserve 45, and owned Town Reserve 31, all of which were within the Avon 

loop.135 It is impossible to know where on this land the four-room cottage was. Lee was also one of 

the founding partners in Ward’s brewery (located on Kilmore Street, just outside the Avon loop.136 

While Alfred might have given his address as “Oxford Terrace east” in February 1880, his address in 

the electoral rolls that year was listed as North Belt (present-day Bealey Avenue).137 

 

In January 1881, Alfred (along with William Stening) was fined for “failing to notify the city surveyor 

of their intention to build.”138 In other words, he did not have a building license, something he quickly 

obtained.139 This license was for building on Queen Street, as Bangor Street was then known.140 

Neither Alfred nor Mary are known to have owned any land on Bangor Street at this time, but Alfred 

purchased a section on the street in October 1881 and the section to the south the following year 

(both sections were purchased from the aforementioned Henry Lee).141 My experience researching 

the ownership and occupation of sections in nineteenth century Christchurch indicates that, while not 

common, it is not unusual for possession to be taken before title was formally transferred. As such, 

Alfred’s building license is believed to relate to the land he purchased in October 1881. Alfred did not 

take out a mortgage against his first Bangor Street purchase, but did take out a mortgage against that 

land before buying the section to the south.142 Alfred and Mary in fact built two houses in Bangor 

Street, at what would become 52 and 56 Bangor Street. The house at 56 Bangor Street was in my 

sample and, as such, it is this house that is described and discussed here. Aerial photography from the 

1950s indicates that the houses Alfred and Mary built in Bangor Street were identical (Figure 4-19). 

 

 
134 “Advertisements,” Globe, 11 February 1880, 2. 
135 The information with regard to Town Reserves 29 and 45 comes from a newspaper announcement about 
transfers under the Land Transfer Act. Information about leases is not typically recorded in land transaction 
records, and this was the case in this particular instance. As such, it was not possible to establish exactly what 
land Lee was leasing, but Town Reserve 29 shared a boundary with Town Reserve 31, suggesting that it is more 
likely that Lee leased land from this reserve. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 September 1879, 3. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 10 March 1880, 3. 
136 This brewery would subsequently operate on the site of Burrell Parkerson junior’s brewery (Chapter 3). 
Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” L141. 
137 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1880-81, 25. 
138 William Stening was building at modern-day 32 Bangor Street, a house that is also in my sample but not 
discussed in this chapter “Magistrates’ Court,” Globe, 24 January 1881: 3. 
139 “City Council,” Star (Christchurch), 8 February 1881, 3. 
140 Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: B” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 
15. 
141 Certificate of title 53/263, Canterbury, 1880, Land Information New Zealand. Certificate of title 78/245, 
Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. 
142 Ibid. 
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Figure 4-19. 52 and 56 Bangor Street, 1959. The house at 52 Bangor Street has had a porch added and the 

original windows replaced but everything else about the two houses suggests that they were identical 

originally. Alfred and Mary also owned the land to the right of 52 Bangor Street but did not build on it. Source: 

“Avonside, Christchurch.” Whites Aviation Ltd: Photographs. Ref: WA-49731-F. Alexander Turnbull Library, 

Wellington, New Zealand. /records/23067283. 

 

The house Alfred and Mary built at 56 Bangor Street was a classic standard villa (Figure 4-20). It was 

particularly plain, the only external decoration being the eaves brackets on the street-facing elevation. 

There was just one eaves bracket on each of the side elevations, at the west end, perhaps to give 

passers-by the impression that there were eaves brackets along the entirety of these elevations. The 

front (west) elevation was clad in rusticated boards, as was the northern one, which would have been 

quite visible from the street when the house was built, as the neighbouring section was bare (why the 

same patterning was not seen in the eaves brackets is not known). The south and east elevations were 

clad in cheaper standard weatherboards. These were but two of the ways in which money had been 

saved on the exterior of the house. In spite of the fact that the house at 56 Bangor Street was nearly 

the same width as Cora Villa, the former had single rather than double window in the front elevation. 

Further, these windows had two panes per sash, with no horns (whereas those at Cora Villa had single 

panes and horns). While Cora Villa had been built with the latest thing in windows, the house at 56 

Bangor Street was built with a type that was quickly becoming old fashioned and out of date. It is 

curious, then, that the windows on the side and rear of the Bangor Street house did have horns. The 

rear window was of a form that would be highly unusual on the front of a house, with two lights in the 

upper sash and one in the lower. Why this particular distribution of windows is not clear – perhaps 

the builder was using secondhand windows, or windows on the cheap from somewhere, and was only 
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able to get one of the newer style of windows. It is also possible that the side and rear window were 

later replacements. The house had no veranda, no sidelights associated with the front door and the 

window surrounds were not moulded. The exterior of this house, then, was almost as plain as it could 

be, being only a slight step up from the Hardies’ house at 13 Willow Street in that regard. 

 

 

Figure 4-20. The street-facing (west) elevation of the house at 56 Bangor Street. Source: L. Tremlett 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

A number of cost-savings had also been made inside the house. It had a cottage layout and there were 

no decorative features inside (although the original fireplaces and their surrounds had been replaced 

in the twentieth century; Figure 4-21). The walls were all lined with rough sawn boards, and the 

ceilings with match-lining. Original wainscoting remained in situ in all rooms except the parlour, where 

there was wainscoting that dated to the twentieth century – this may well have replaced nineteenth 

century wainscoting, or there may never have been wainscoting in this room. The interior of the house 

at 56 Bangor Street, then, was not so very different from that built by Andrew and Maria Hardie at 13 

Willow Street. The rooms would have been bigger, and the linings more systematically deployed but 

it was really the form of the two houses that distinguished the two (and, at 63.6 m2, the Fosters’ house 

was slightly larger than the Hardies (54.1 m2)). Alfred and Mary Foster chose to build plainly and 
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cheaply, but in a newly fashionable form of house, while Andrew and Maria built in the most basic 

form available. In many ways, the Fosters were as focused on appearance as Henry and Susan Barrett 

of 15 Willow Street, although they chose to build in a new form, whereas the Barretts built a well-

established form. Under the circumstances, it is hard to say that the house at 56 Bangor Street was all 

about the exterior. But relatively more money had been spent on this than the interior and, more 

importantly, on its form. In choosing to build a villa rather than a cottage, the Fosters embraced the 

latest trend in domestic architecture in Christchurch, perhaps in the knowledge that this was a more 

sound financial investment than building a cottage. 

 

 

Figure 4-21. The original floor plan of the house at 56 Bangor Street. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, 

Room 3 the kitchen, and Rooms 4 and 5 bedrooms. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground 

Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 4-22. The parlour (Room 2), showing the rough sawn boards lining the walls and the match-lined ceiling. 

The wainscoting at right dates to the twentieth century, but may have replaced earlier wainscoting. Source: 

L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

It is likely that Alfred and Mary rented both houses out initially. But in December 1882, Alfred 

subdivided the section and sold the northern half (56 Bangor Street) to Benjamin Jones (Jones was a 

compositor and it is likely that, in small mid-late nineteenth century Christchurch, Alfred and Jones 

would have known each other prior to this).143 Alfred retained the southern half (52 Bangor Street), 

until 1893, and he and Mary rented the property out.144 He also retained ownership of the section 

immediately to the south (modern 50 Bangor Street) until 1893, but did not build on it.145 One 

interpretation of this sequence of events is that Alfred and Mary had originally intended to build three 

houses, but their finances may not have allowed this. Further, the sale of 52 Bangor Street suggests 

that the couple decided that the sudden injection of cash from this this was more beneficial than 

retaining it as a rental property. 

 

 
143 Certificate of title 87/44, Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. 
144 Certificate of title 87/45, Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office 
Directory, 1885-86, 93; 1887-88, 118; 1890-91, 121. 
145 Street directories listings indicate that this section remained unoccupied throughout the nineteenth 
century. Certificate of title 78/245. 
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It is not clear where Alfred and Mary were living during this period but by 1885, they had moved to 

Avonside.146 When Mary died in 1894, they were living in Hereford Street.147 The following year, Alfred 

remarried (to another Mary, with whom he would have five children).148 By 1896, the Fosters were 

living in Victoria Street, taking up residence on land Alfred had purchased there in the late 1870s, part 

of which had been rented to a dressmaker for much of the intervening period.149 A 1926 newspaper 

article recounts that Alfred had a shop, dwelling and cottage at the intersection of Victoria and 

Salisbury streets (the cottage faced onto Salisbury Street), but fails to mention that the second Mrs 

Foster and the Misses Foster – Emma Maude and Alice Gertrude – operated a dressmaking business 

there for several years.150 In the late nineteenth century, Alfred moved on from Victoria Street 

(possibly living in the Salisbury Street cottage), but Maude (as the elder girl was known) remained 

there until 1904, running her dressmaking business.151 

 

By 1906, Alfred had established the firm Foster and Paul, who were manufacturing stationers.152 No 

evidence has been found to indicate that he was in business prior to this, suggesting that he was an 

employee during that period. Two of his children – Maude and his son Alfred – followed him into the 

printing business, with Maude probably retraining as a printer shortly after she put her dressmaking 

business up for sale in 1904.153 That Maude had changed occupation from a dressmaker – a quite 

normal occupation for a woman at the time – to a printer, which was at face value a more typically 

male occupation, is intriguing.154 Foster and Paul, however, advertised for girls to work in their 

business on numerous occasions, with some of these advertisements requiring experience in the 

industry, suggesting that it was not perhaps such an unusual field for a woman to work in.155 The 

 
146 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1885-86, 11. 
147 No probate was found for Mary. “Deaths,” Star (Christchurch), 21 March 1894, 2. 
148 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
149 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A – Christchurch Town Sections and Town Reserves, 244 (c.1850) CH 
1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Mrs R. M. Row, dressmaker, lived on the section (80 Victoria Street) 
from c.1885-1896. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 102. “Advertisements,” Star 
(Christchurch), 9 May 1896, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 6 August 1896, 1. 
150 “Whately Road, An Old Name That Has Been Lost,” Star (Christchurch), 18 September 1926, 21. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 6 August 1896, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 18 August 1899, 1. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1904, 3. 
151 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1899, 128. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1901, 196. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1904, 3. 
152 The ‘Paul’ in this business partnership has not been identified. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 10 
February 1906, 6. 
153 Alfred Foster Probate. 
154 Catherine Bishop records few female printers in nineteenth century Australia or New Zealand. Bishop, 
“Commerce was a Woman,” 96. 
155 See, for example: “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 10 February 1906, 6. “Advertisements,” Star 
(Christchurch), 28 March 1908, 5. “Advertisements,” Sun (Christchurch), 3 July 1901, 1. “Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 26 October 1917, 1. “Advertisements,” Sun (Christchurch), 5 December 1919, 8. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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change in occupation, though, does hint that maybe family and societal pressures forced Maude into 

dressmaking, when she really wanted to work in the printing industry. 

 

 

Figure 4-23. An advertisement for a young woman to work at Alfred Foster’s printing and binding business. 

Source: “Advertisements,” Sun (Christchurch), 1 July 1915, 1. 

 

 Alfred died in 1921, by which time he was living in New Brighton. His estate, which he left to his wife 

and children, was worth no more than £4000 at the time of his death, although the details of what 

this estate constituted were not specified in the probate.156 If his eldest son from his second marriage 

had not reached 21 years of age by the time of Alfred’s death, Maude was to be executor of his estate, 

indicating that he held her in some esteem (although not sufficient that she would have been executor 

regardless of the other child’s age).157 

 

The house at 56 Bangor Street played a minor role in the lives of Alfred and Mary Foster, but it does 

tell us something about their strategy for making their way in the new city of Christchurch, and 

improving their circumstances. They owned the house for less than two years, and it is not possible to 

know whether or not it was always intended to be a speculative build, or whether they had intended 

to retain it and rent it out, as they did with the neighbouring, identical 52 Bangor Street. Regardless, 

this was a house built for the purpose of generating income for the Fosters, not as a home for them. 

With this in mind, and perhaps also the working-class character of the neighbourhood in which they 

were building and their budget, the Fosters chose to build a house that was relatively cheap to 

construct, but was built in a form that was fashionable, and a form that was commonly associated 

with working class occupants. This, and the decisions the couple made with regard to property 

ownership in general, suggest a careful, considered approach to this endeavour, in somewhat stark 

contrast to Joseph and Harriet Francis. This was not the only property investment that the Fosters 

made – in the late 1870s, Alfred had bought a section on a prominent central city corner. This was 

rented out for some 10 years before the Fosters moved to the section, and was subsequently to 

provide a base for a dressmaking business run by his second wife and his daughters from his first 

 
156 Alfred Foster Probate. 
157 Ibid. 
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marriage. The size of Alfred’s estate suggests a careful and considered approach to business and his 

family’s fortunes. 

 

4.2.5. Appearances can be deceiving: a decorative house and a careful approach 

Ellen and Ernest Oppenheim were the only middle-class couple to build and live in the Avon loop in 

my sample. My analysis of their lives indicates that this is likely to reflect a carefully considered 

approach to life and money: this was not a family that lived beyond their means. The house built in 

the loop also reflected this and was an intriguing combination of spending and saving that revealed a 

family concern with appearance, but one that was kept within budget. Ernest was born in London in 

1853, to an English mother and a Dutch father.158 Ellen Pearcy, his future wife, was also born in 

England, in c.1857.159 In 1863, the Pearcy family (parents and four children) emigrated to Christchurch, 

at which point Helen’s father was described as a farm labourer.160 The first of Ernest’s family to make 

the journey to the other side of the world arrived in Christchurch two years later.161 Six more of his 

siblings arrived in the city over the following 11 years, most of them as assisted immigrants, and very 

likely the later arrivals were nominated for assisted passage by those members of the family who were 

in Christchurch.162 Ernest was in the city by March 1878, when he and Ellen married.163 Later that year, 

he purchased a section in the Avon loop, which would eventually become 19 Willow Street, just two 

doors down from the rental property that Henry and Susan Barrett built.164 At this point, Ernest was 

described as a storeman, a middle class occupation.165 In September 1880, he subdivided this section, 

selling part to Marie Weidner, who would subsequently build a house at 17 Willow Street.166 Nearly 

twelve months later, he was issued a building license for a property in Willow Street.167 Construction 

of the house at what would become 19 Willow Street probably commenced after this and the house 

is presumed to have been completed the following year. Prior to this, the young couple may have 

 
158 JeniPalmer, “Ernest Oppenheim,” Ancestry, accessed 24 June 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/44632384/person/24004177302/facts?_phsrc=AxX383&_phstart=successSource.  
159 Ibid. 
160 “Ship British Crown,” Lyttelton Times, 8 August 1863, 3. “New Zealand, Archives New Zealand, Passenger 
Lists, 1839-1973,” Family Search, 18 May 2021, https://www.familysearch.org/search/collection/1609792.  
161 JeniPalmer, “Ernest Oppenheim.” “List of Assisted Government Immigrants, Per Ship Blue Jacket,” Press, 24 
October 1865, 2. 
162 JeniPalmer, “Ernest Oppenheim.” “Port of Auckland,” Press, 11 July 1872, 2. “New Zealand, Archives New 
Zealand, Passenger Lists, 1839-1973,” Family Search, 18 May 2021, 
https://www.familysearch.org/search/collection/1609792. Jock Phillips and Terry Hearn, Settlers: New Zealand 
Immigrants from England, Ireland & Scotland, 1800-1945 (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2008), 121. 
163 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
164 Certificate of title 34/249, Canterbury, 1878, Land Information New Zealand. 
165 Ibid. Erik Olssen and Maureen Hickey. Class and Occupation: The New Zealand Reality (Dunedin: Otago 
University Press, 2005), 194. 
166 This house is also in my sample. Certificate of title 34/249. 
167 “City Council,” Lyttelton Times 11 October 1881, 5. 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/44632384/person/24004177302/facts?_phsrc=AxX383&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/44632384/person/24004177302/facts?_phsrc=AxX383&_phstart=successSource
https://www.familysearch.org/search/collection/1609792
https://www.familysearch.org/search/collection/1609792
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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rented a house or lived with other family members, a pattern Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen 

identified in early twentieth century Dunedin.168 

 

The house Ellen and Ernest built was a small cottage (Figure 4-24). This had the same number of rooms 

and layout as the house Andrew and Maria Hardie had built at 13 Willow Street, but it was larger (62 

m2 compared to 54.1 m2) and significantly more decorative (Figure 4-25). Its numerous external 

decorative features included rusticated weatherboards on its street-facing elevation, eaves brackets, 

a veranda, pairs of sash windows, quoins and the front door had a beaded transom and round-headed 

windows (Figure 4-26). Some of these details were quite small, but all would have enhanced its 

appearance considerably (if you liked that sort of thing). The extent of decoration is all the more 

important because both houses were double box cottages (with a lean-to tacked on the rear), but it 

would have been clear to anyone on Willow Street that the Oppenheims had more money. Or at least, 

were prepared to spend more money on their house. And appearances were clearly important to the 

Oppenheims, because there was an element of deception to their cottage: money had probably been 

saved by not building the second box of the double box to the full width of the front one, reducing the 

square footage of the house and, thereby, the cost to build it (see Figure 4-25). As discussed in Chapter 

2, most houses in my sample had a square or rectangular footprint (excluding any bay(s) at the front 

and lean-to at the rear), suggesting that this was the norm in Christchurch and thus that the footprint 

of the Oppenheims’ house fell outside this norm. Perhaps the money saved here was what allowed 

the fancy decorative features on the front of the house? Further, in contrast to the exterior, the 

interior was cheaply finished. The walls were lined throughout with rough sawn boards, and the 

ceilings with match-lining (as at the Fosters’ house at 56 Bangor Street). There were no ceiling cornices 

or plinth blocks, and insufficient evidence to establish whether or not there had been ceiling roses.169 

The fireplace surrounds had been removed. Room 2 (on Figure 4-25), as the only front room with a 

fireplace, is likely to have been the parlour, and the other rooms were bedrooms (Rooms 5 and 6), a 

kitchen (Room 3) and a pantry or scullery (Room 4). The skirting boards were the same height in each 

room. 

 

 
168 Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen, “To and From, There and Back: Gender in Spatial Mobility,” in Sites of 
Gender: Women, Men and Modernity in Southern Dunedin, 1880-1939, ed. Barbara Brookes, Annabel Cooper 
and Robin Law (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2003), 240-241. 
169 The ceilings were covered with plasterboard at the time of the archaeological recording. As this was not 
removed prior to demolition, the presence or absence of ceiling roses cannot be stated with certainty. 
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Figure 4-24. The street-facing (south) elevation of the house that Ellen and Ernest built at 19 Willow Street. 

Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 4-25. The floor plan, 19 Willow Street. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Room 3 and the 

kitchen, Room 4 the pantry or scullery and Rooms 5 and 6 were bedrooms. Note that the front box of the 

cottage is wider than the rear one. Source: P. Mitchell and K. Watson. 
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Figure 4-26. Left: the quoins and rusticated weatherboards. Right: the front door, with its fanlight (but, 

tellingly, no sidelights), round-headed windows and moulded transom. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Upon completion of the house, Ernest, Ellen and their young family (just two sons at this stage) moved 

in.170 Two more children were born in the following years.171 In 1886, the house was offered for rent 

(for 11 shillings a week), with the newspaper advertisement noting that it had six rooms.172 It was 

unusual for advertisements for houses to include the hall and service rooms in the number of rooms, 

and it seems likely that this was a ploy on the part of the Oppenheims to somewhat oversell the house 

(early twentieth century advertisements described it as having four rooms). 173 There is some evidence 

to suggest that the house was rented out prior to this, but it is not certain that this was the case and 

nor is it clear whether or not it was successfully rented out in 1886.174 Ellen and Ernest were certainly 

 
170 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1882-83, 21. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 
1883-84, 23. 
171 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
172 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 15 May 1886, 2. 
173 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 July 1903, 8. “Advertisements,” Press, 8 July 1905, 15. 
174 The street directory for 1885-86 lists a Frederick Hurrell as living in the property, although the electoral rolls 
list Ernest as the resident. Ernest is listed as the resident in the street directories for 1887-88. Neither the 
street directories nor the electoral rolls are entirely reliable for this period. Further, who was listed as the 
resident would have depended on when during the year the collator called. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office 
Directory, 1885-86, 103. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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resident in the house in September 1888, when they sold their furniture in order to take up the license 

of the Sefton Hotel, a move that echoed that of Joseph and Harriet Francis (Sefton is a small settlement 

to the north of Christchurch; Figure 4-27).175 By this time, the property was mortgage free.176 While 

resident in Willow Street, Ernest’s chief involvement was with the Christchurch Working Men’s Club 

(and the Druids, which seem to have been a lifelong passion).177 Ernest’s involvement with the 

Working Men’s Club overlapped with that of not just Henry Barrett, builder of 15 Willow Street, but 

also Theo Spanjer, the brother of Matilda Jones, who lived at 11 Willow Street, highlighting the 

physical and social connections between the residents of the street.178 

 

The Sefton Hotel was home to the growing family until 1893.179 During this time, the couple had five 

more children, all boys.180 In addition to running the hotel, Ernest was involved with both the Sefton 

School Committee and the local rifle club.181 Ellen was no doubt busy with all the children, which would 

have left little time to be involved in any community activities. Ernest retained ownership of 19 Willow 

Street until 1892, when he transferred it to Ellen for “her separate use,” thus removing the property 

from the reach of any potential creditors of Ernest’s.182 The cottage was rented out to a succession of 

tenants during this period.183 

 

 
175 “Advertisements,” Press, 24 September 1888, 8. 
176 Certificate of title 121/197, Canterbury, 1888, Land Information New Zealand. 
177 “Advertisements,” Press, 17 October 1879, 1. “Advertisements,” Globe, 7 November 1879, 3. “Local & 
General,” Star (Christchurch), 23 October 1885, 3. “Local & General,” Star (Christchurch), 22 June 1888, 3. 
178 “Christchurch Working Men’s Club,” Lyttelton Times, 22 October 1886, 6. “Local & General,” Star 
(Christchurch), 22 July 1887, 3. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 103. “Births, Deaths and 
Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. Rjones3520887, 
“Ancestral File,” Family Search, The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, accessed 24 June 2021, 
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/2:1:M152-1F6.  
179 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Ashley), 1890, 5. “Births,” Lyttelton Times, 30 June 1893, 1. 
180 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
181 “Kowai Rifle Club,” Lyttelton Times, 26 September 1890, 6. “Town & Country,” Lyttelton Times, 9 December 
1891: 4. 
182 Certificate of title 121/197. 
183 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1892-93, 114; 1896-97, 213; 1898-99, 236; 1900, 238. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.familysearch.org/ark:/61903/2:1:M152-1F6
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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Figure 4-27. The sale notice for Ellen and Ernest’s furniture (prior to the rearrangement of Christchurch street 

addresses in 1911, 15 Willow Street was 2 Willow Street). Given the location and nature of the house, it is 

unusual that the Oppenheims were selling their goods at a public auction, and may indicate that the quality 

of their belongings outweighed the quality of their house. It also indicates that the Sefton Hotel position came 

with fully furnished accommodation. Source: “Advertisements,” Press, 24 September 1888, 8. 

 

Unlike Joseph Francis, Ernest seemed to take to hotel-keeping. In 1893, the family moved to the much 

larger Royal Hotel, in Leithfield, about 10 km north of Sefton.184 This new hotel had 20 rooms, 

compared to the 11 rooms of the Sefton Hotel.185 It was in Leithfield that Ellen died as the result of a 

miscarriage, late in the following year.186 She died intestate, with her estate valued at £190. This 

included the recently refurbished cottage in Willow Street, valued at £160.187 At the time of Ellen’s 

death, Ernest noted that he would keep the house for their children, so that it could be a home for 

them if he died before they did.188 At the time, it was rented out for 7 shillings sixpence. 189 Given the 

number of children Ernest and Ellen had – nine, with the oldest about 15 at the time of Ellen’s death 

– it is not surprising that Ernest remarried just three months after Ellen’s death.190 His new wife was 

 
184 “Advertisements,” Press, 6 October 1893, 1. 
185 “Advertisements,” Press, 13 May 1889, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 5 May 1894, 4. 
186 “Deaths,” Star (Christchurch), 15 November 1894: 2. “The Iliad of Trooper Oppenheim,” Tauranga City 
Libraries, accessed 30 September 2021, https://paekoroki.tauranga.govt.nz/nodes/view/5808.  
187 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 20 September 1892, 8. Helen Kate Oppenheim Probate CH2799 (1894) 
CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
188 Helen Kate Oppenheim Probate. 
189 Ibid. 
190 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 

https://paekoroki.tauranga.govt.nz/nodes/view/5808
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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Ellen’s younger sister, Sarah, and they named their first child (born in November 1895) Helen Kate 

Pearcy Oppenheim (Ellen’s full maiden name was Helen Kate Pearcy).191 

 

In 1896, the family moved back to Christchurch and Ernest took over the license of the Riccarton Hotel 

(Figure 4-28).192 He ran this hotel for several years, before the family moved to Leeston (c.1900), where 

he took over the local store (a business that one of his sons subsequently joined him in).193 In Leeston, 

Ernest seems to have settled happily into small town life, seemingly getting involved in just about 

everything going: the Ellesmere Bass Band, cycling, athletics, the Church of England fete, the Leeston 

Football Club, the Leeston Bowling Club, the St John Ambulance, the Leeston School Committee, the 

Leeston Technical Class Committee and the Leeston Beautifying Association.194 Although not a 

‘booster’ or ‘developer’ by Jim McAloon’s definition, Ernest was clearly a man who believed in his 

community and wanted the best for it.195 Of note also is that several newspaper references to him 

describe him as ‘esquire’, indicating the position he held within the community.196 While Ernest and 

his children appear in the local newspaper frequently for various activities, Sarah is elusive. She 

collected money for the St John Ambulance and had a flower stall at a garden party but beyond that, 

nothing.197 What makes Sarah’s absence from the papers particularly surprising is that several of the 

Oppenheim girls appear in the news for their church activities and musical performances.198 Sarah 

apparently did not engage in such activities. Perhaps the many children left her with little time for 

public involvement (she and Ernest had four children between 1895 and 1901, including twins), or 

perhaps the newspapers were simply less inclined to report her activities.199 

 

 
191 JeniPalmer, “Ernest Oppenheim.” 
192 Known as Nancy’s Hotel at the time of its demolition in the early twenty-first century. “Advertisements,” 
Press, 6 November 1896, 1. 
193 “Advertisements,” Press, 7 November 1899, 8. “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 12 December 1904, 3. 
Henry Ernest Oppenheim SA3006 – Army 000426 (1899-1902), W5515, Archives New Zealand, Wellington. 
194 “Ellesmere Brass Band,” Star (Christchurch), 27 February 1904, 7. “Road Race,” Ellesmere Guardian, 26 
October 1904, 3. “Athletic,” Lyttelton Times, 25 November 1904, 6. “Church of England Fete,” Ellesmere 
Guardian, 21 December 1904, 12. “Football,” Lyttelton Times, 15 April 1905, 3. “Bowling,” Ellesmere Guardian, 
23 December 1905, 2. “News of the Day,” Press, 30 June 1905, 4. “School Committee Elections,” Lyttelton 
Times, 23 April 1907, 9. “Ellesmere,” Press, 17 May 1907, 10. “Leeston,” Press, 21 August 1914, 10. 
195 A ‘booster’ or ‘developer’ was more actively involved in promoting and developing a town than Oppenheim 
was. Jim McAloon, No Idle Rich: The Wealthy in Canterbury and Otago 1840-1914 (Dunedin: Otago University 
Press, 2002), 143-144. 
196 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 9 January 1904, 5. “Road Race,” Ellesmere Guardian, 26 October 1904, 3. 
197 “Sale of Work,” Ellesmere Guardian, 16 September 1905, 3. “Magistrate’s Court,” Ellesmere Guardian, 11 
April 1906, 3. 
198 “Parish Meetings,” Ellesmere Guardian, 6 May 1905, 3. “Local and General,” Ellesmere Guardian, 10 June 
1905, 2. “Sale of Work,” Ellesmere Guardian, 16 September 1905, 3. “Concert,” Ellesmere Guardian, 18 August 
1906, 2.  
199 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
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Figure 4-28. The Oppenheim family, 1897. Ernest stands in the centre at the rear, with Harry to his left and 

Herbert to his right. Sarah is at the far left. Source: “Oppenheim Family in Christchurch 1897,” Pae Korokī, 

Tauranga City Libraries, provided by Stephanie Smith. 

 

Tragedy struck the family again in 1900. Harry, Ernest’s second eldest son, was killed in the South 

African War, at Reitfontein.200 Confusingly, much of the official correspondence related to Harry’s 

death (and dated to 1901) was sent to Ernest at 320 Oxford Terrace, and the newspaper article 

announcing Harry’s death also stated that Ernest lived in Oxford Terrace.201 320 Oxford Terrace was 

an address within the Avon loop, but was not listed as being occupied by Ernest. Amongst the official 

correspondence was a heartbreakingly cold response to Ernest’s requests for any of his son’s 

belongings to be sent to him: “Oppenheim had nothing on him of any value.”202 Ernest and Sarah 

memorialised Harry’s death by giving their twin daughters, born the following year, middle names that 

referenced his death at Rhenoster Kop: Ivy Rhenoster and Myrtle Kop.203 This was the same year in 

which Ernest sold the cottage in Willow Street.204 Ernest continued his busy life until 1914, when illness 

 
200 “A Tribute to Their Conduct,” Star (Christchurch), 7 December 1900, 2 
201 Henry Ernest Oppenheim SA3006. “A Tribute to Their Conduct,” Star (Christchurch), 7 December 1900, 2. 
202 Henry Ernest Oppenheim SA3006. 
203“Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Key Battles: 1899-1900,” New Zealand History, updated 7 March 2018, https://nzhistory.govt.nz/war/south-
african-boer-war/key-battles-1899-1900.  
204 Certificate of title 121/197. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/war/south-african-boer-war/key-battles-1899-1900
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/war/south-african-boer-war/key-battles-1899-1900
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forced his retirement from various roles.205 He died in 1916, as a result of this illness, and left an estate 

of less than £3000.206 Of this, he left £50 each to two of his children – Herbert and Beatrice (both from 

his first marriage) – and the remainder to his wife, who was also the executor of his will.207 

 

Joseph Francis and Ernest Oppenheim chose the same route by which to improve their circumstances 

in New Zealand: hotelkeeping. Given their life stories, it is ironic that, when judged by appearance 

alone, Joseph and Harriet’s Cora Villa was a sensible, no-nonsense type, while Ellen and Ernest’s 

cottage was somewhat more decorative.208 Which just goes to show how deceiving appearances can 

be. Both were the houses of ambitious couples, but the Oppenheims took a much more cautious 

approach to realising their ambitions, and the house at 19 Willow Street was a key part of that. 

Although middle class by occupation, the Oppenheims chose to build and live in a working-class 

neighbourhood. While there are a number of possible explanations for this, the choices the couple 

made about their house suggest that their budget is the most likely reason for this. Ernest bought the 

land a couple of years before building on it, in the meantime realising some capital by subdividing and 

selling part of it. It is possible that this delay between purchasing the land and building the house was 

to accumulate more funds for building. When it was built, the standard cottage was a house type 

associated with working class people in Christchurch, and one of the cheapest types of house that 

could be built. When they built this house, Ellen and Ernest cut costs in other areas too, perhaps 

spending the money saved on making the house more visually appealing, in the view that first 

impressions count. In some ways, the combination of cheap house and fancy decorations can be seen 

as a variation on the theme of the best house in the worst street. Or maybe it was simply that Ellen 

and Ernest wanted to live in a relatively decorative house. Of the five houses in my sample that were 

on Willow Street, this was the most decorative, ensuring that it would have stood out from its 

neighbours (Figure 4-16).209 Ernest retained the house in Willow Street and rented it out when he 

became a hotelkeeper. By this time, the property was mortgage free, meaning that the rents were 

pure profit for the family. This demonstrates the careful management of money by Ellen and Ernest.  

 

4.2.6. Dreams dashed: when reality does not meet expectations 

Henry and Sarah (née Borrett) Rose did not have a happy marriage: in 1885, Sarah took Henry to court 

to protect her earnings from him, and accused him of kicking and attempting to strangle her against 

 
205 “Leeston,” Press, 21 August 1914, 10. 
206 Ernest Oppenheim Probate CH9041 (1916) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
207 Ibid. 
208 It is worth keeping in mind, too, that the houses were little different in size. 19 Willow Street was 62 m2 and 
396 Oxford Terrace was 65.3 m2. 
209 In addition to 13 and 15 Willow Street, the houses at 11 and 17 Willow Street were also in my sample. 
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and “cruelly beat[ing]” one of her children.210 The pair were not living together at the time, but they 

lived together again from at least 1893 until Sarah’s death in 1904.211 What is notable about Sarah’s 

actions is that she took Henry to court to protect her earnings from him (rather than for the domestic 

violence), and that she had earnings to protect from him (the magistrate found in her favour).212 In 

the late 1890s, she was described as a laundress, and it is possible that this is how she earnt her income 

in the 1880s too.213 It is not entirely clear why Sarah would have needed protection, as the Married 

Women’s Property Act (passed the previous year) automatically protected her income from her 

husband.214 Nonetheless, she did gain the protection required, along with a court order for Henry to 

pay her 12 shillings sixpence a week to support two children.215 

 

Sarah Ann Borrett was the daughter of William Borrett, the latter being a butcher who had arrived in 

New Zealand in the 1860s.216 Sarah and her mother, Mary A. Borrett, a lacemaker, arrived in 

Christchurch in October 1870, travelling there from Middlesex.217 Within a year, Sarah had found 

employment as a kitchen maid at the Clarendon Hotel. She and her father both joined a local Good 

Templars lodge, the Hope of Christchurch.218 Temperance lodges such as the Good Templars were the 

only friendly societies that allowed female membership, although Jenny Carlyon’s research indicates 

it is impossible to calculate how many women were actually members.219 In 1875, at the age of about 

19, Sarah married Henry Charles Rose (who was in his early twenties), a painter. 220 Nothing is known 

of Henry’s life prior to his marriage to Sarah. By 1881, the couple were living in Oxford Terrace and 

had three children.221 The following year, Henry bought a 202 m2 section in what was to become Rees 

Street, in the Avon loop (this was one of the two smallest sections in my sample).222 In April 1882, 

Henry took out a mortgage against the section, and construction of the house is believed to date to 

this time.223 As a painter, Henry is likely to have had connections in the building industry that made 

building the house somewhat cheaper than it might otherwise have been. No evidence has been found 

 
210 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1885, 3. 
211 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1885, 3. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1896, 36. New 
Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1900, 242.BDM [death]. 
212 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1885, 3. 
213 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1896, 36. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1900, 242. 
214 Bettina Bradbury, “From Civil Death to Separate Property: Changes in the Legal Rights of Married Women in 
Nineteenth Century New Zealand,” New Zealand Journal of History 29, no. 2 (1995): 52-57. 
215 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1885, 3. 
216 “Marriage,” Press, 29 July 1875, 2. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 10 September 1869, 3. 
217 “List of Immigrants, Ship Merope,” Press, 14 October 1870, 2. 
218 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 29 June 1871, 2. “News of the Day,” Press, 5 May 1875, 2. 
219 Jenny Carlyon, “New Zealand Friendly Societies, 1842-1941” (PhD, University of Auckland, 2001), 86. 
220 “Marriage,” Press, 29 July 1875, 2. 
221 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1880-81, 22. BDM [births]. 
222 Certificate of title 79/20, Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. 
223 Ibid. 
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to indicate whether Henry was an employee or operated on his own account, suggesting that the 

former was the case and thus that he was a member of the working class. 

 

The house that Henry and Sarah built at 5 Rees Street was a wooden bay cottage, not dissimilar in 

appearance to that built by Henry and Susan Barrett at 15 Willow Street (Figure 4-29). Unlike the 

Barretts’ house, though, it had a veranda. Like all the Avon loop houses in my sample, there was clear 

evidence of the balancing act between building a fashionable house and building a house they could 

afford. As already discussed, the bay cottage would soon go out of fashion (which Henry and Sarah 

are unlikely to have known), along with the splayed bay window (which the house at 15 Willow Street 

also had). The house that Henry and Sarah built was small, having just five rooms and a floor area of 

at least 42 m2 (this excludes the scullery, which had been demolished in the twentieth century), 

making it the second smallest house in my sample.224 It was one of just two houses in my sample that 

did not have a hall (Figure 4-30). This was the most basic – and cheapest – of floor plans in nineteenth 

century Christchurch, and it is likely that the Roses decided not to have a hall in order to afford the 

bay cottage form, the veranda and the bay window. Its absence meant that the front door opened 

straight into the parlour – in the winter, this would have been highly undesirable.   

 

 

Figure 4-29. The street-facing (south) elevation of the house at 5 Rees Street. Little of this elevation is original, 

the door and windows having been replaced, although the house did have a bay window – and a veranda – 

when built.225 The porch is a later addition, as are the awnings over the windows, and the decoration in the 

apex of the gable. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 
224 The smallest were the semi-detached houses Burrell and Emma Parkerson built in Sumner (see Chapter 3). 
225 “Advertisements”, Press, 10 September 1887, 8. 
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Figure 4-30. The floor plan of the house at 5 Rees Street. Room 1 was the parlour, Room 2 the kitchen, Room 

3 the scullery and Rooms 4 and 5 were bedrooms. No physical evidence of the scullery survived, and its 

location and extent are approximate. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. 

Watson. 

 

There was another unusual compromise in the house at 5 Rees Street. Most bay houses in my sample 

had a square or rectangular footprint, with a bay protruding from the front elevation, but the rear wall 

of the house would remain straight and flat.226 Instead of doing this, Henry and Sarah had pushed the 

front wall forward and had essentially pulled the corresponding part of the rear wall forward by a 

similar amount. Thus, adding the bay had not increased the floor area in the way that might have been 

 
226 61% of the 26 bay cottages and villas for which this information was available. As noted in relation to the 
Oppenheims’ houses, nineteenth century houses in Christchurch were more likely to be square or rectangular 
than not. 
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expected. Also of note is that the master bedroom was in the room with the bay – the standard 

arrangement was that the parlour, being the most prominent room in the house, would be in the room 

with the bay (where there was only one bay). 

 

The house was not a decorative one. The original front door and windows had been replaced, but it 

was evident that there had never been fan or sidelights around the front door. The house was clad in 

rusticated weatherboards on all elevations, but there was no evidence of any other external 

decoration. Although most of the original linings had been removed and replaced, rough sawn boards 

remained in situ on the walls of the parlour and the kitchen, and there was match-lining on one wall 

in the kitchen, too. As such, it is likely that all the internal walls were originally lined with rough sawn 

boards. The two fireplace surrounds had been removed. 

 

In May 1885, Henry sold the house.227 It was the following month that Sarah went to court to protect 

her earnings from Henry. The newspaper report described Henry as being “of Papanui,” indicating 

where he had moved to.228 Sarah’s whereabouts are unknown, but perhaps she moved back to her 

parents’ house. Tragically, the newspaper also reported that Sarah had had eight children, but only 

three survived.229 By 1893, Henry was living on Tuam Street, and Sarah was listed at the same address 

from 1894.230 However, Sarah and Henry had a child together in 1890 and another in 1893 (and 

another two between then and 1895.)231 One of these children was Caroline Mutsett Rose.232 The 

name ‘Mutsett’ is intriguing: Henry’s probate file refers to him having also been known as Henry 

Charles Mutsett, but it has not been possible to track down any further information about this, or 

about Mutsetts in New Zealand in general.233 From 1896, Sarah described herself as a laundress, 

making her one of the few women in my sample who ascribed themselves an occupation in the 

electoral rolls or street directories.234 

 

Sarah died in 1904, in Christchurch Hospital.235 It is perhaps telling that her death notice was placed 

by her mother (her father had died in 1892) and one of her sons (which raises the question of the 

nature of her relationship with her other children; Figure 4-31). There was no mention of Henry, 

 
227 Certificate of title 79/20. 
228 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1885, 3. 
229 Ibid. 
230 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Avon), 1893, 57. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Avon), 1894, 51. 
231 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
232 Ibid. 
233 Henry Charles Rose Probate 17401 (1915) W3265, Archives New Zealand, Wellington. 
234 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1896, 36. 
235 “Deaths,” Lyttelton Times, 9 September 1904, 1. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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hinting that the relationship continued to be a difficult one. No probate was found for Sarah. Following 

Sarah’s death, Henry moved just around the corner from his Tuam Street house to Saxon Street, a 

property that he owned.236 He married Elizabeth Ann Long in 1906.237 She died in 1912 and Henry 

himself died in February 1916.238 He left his estate (worth £600) to Robert Arthur Rose, one of his 

sons.239 

 

 

Figure 4-31. Sarah’s death notice. It has not been possible to establish what Sarah died of, but the location of 

her death and the “At rest at last” indicates that she had been ill prior to dying. Source: “Deaths,” Lyttelton 

Times, 9 September 1904, 1. 

 

Appearances clearly mattered to Henry and Sarah Rose. This is a common thread running through the 

stories of a number of the builders in the Avon loop, but seems to have been particularly the case for 

this couple. When they decided what sort of house they would build and what it would look like, the 

Roses may have been thinking about what appealed to them, or they may have been thinking of its 

resale value, or both. If they were thinking about resale value, their choices may not have been good 

ones, for the splayed bay window was quickly becoming dated and unfashionable, and the lack of a 

hall would have struck a discordant note for many would-be purchasers. The form of the house at 5 

Rees Street suggests that either the Roses were unaware of the latter, or unconcerned about it. The 

Roses were able to buy a section and build a house, thus fulfilling a dream held by many of New 

Zealand’s nineteenth century Pākehā settlers. But in many ways, the dream may never have lived up 

to expectations. The section and house were particularly small, the absence of a hall meant that the 

house did not meet the norms of the day and the marriage cannot have lived up to Sarah’s 

expectations. It is easy to imagine that, for Sarah and the children, the house quickly became a prison 

– the shocking domestic violence recounted in the papers in May 1885 took place at 5 Rees Street – 

and thus that it came to represent dreams dashed. 

 

 
236 Saxon Street was then known as Albert Street. Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: S” 
(Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 17. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Avon), 1905-06, 14. 
“Advertisements,” Sun (Christchurch), 16 September 1915, 1. 
237 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
New Zealand Electoral Roll (Avon), 1908, 97. 
238 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/.. 
“Deaths,” Sun (Christchurch), 6 February 1915, 1. 
239 Henry Charles Rose Probate. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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4.2.7. A modest success: a quiet life and a rather nice house 

Like Joseph Francis, James Allsop was an unskilled worker, but he and Sarah, his wife, were able to 

buy land and build a rental property. Born in Essex in c.1836, he was working as a railway porter by 

the age of 15.240 In 1860, he married Sarah Ellen Jackson (born in 1837), and would subsequently be 

employed as a railway signalman.241 The first of James and Sarah’s five children was born in 1874, in 

London, but by 1875, they were living in Christchurch.242 In October of that year, James leased land on 

the north side of Bealey Avenue, in St Albans.243 By 1883, they were living in Trafalgar Street, also in 

St Albans, and this was the year in which James bought land in the Avon loop.244 The section he 

purchased was 809 m2, on the corner of Oxford Terrace and Bangor Street, and he took out a mortgage 

against it at the time of purchase (this section would become 61 Bangor Street).245 At this point, his 

occupation was given variously as labourer and foreman, but from 1887 on he was described as a 

carrier.246 Fittingly, in 1890, he was involved with the Associated Storemen, Carters and Yardmen.247 

By 1887, the family were living in Dover Street, still in St Albans, and they would remain there until 

the early twentieth century, when they moved to Cranford Street, and then onto Winton Street, both 

addresses that were also in St Albans.248 They owned the Dover Street house, but it is not clear 

whether or not they owned the others.249  

 

 
240 England Census, 1851. 
241 Christopher1475, “James Allsop,” Ancestry, accessed 29 June 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/323742/person/46585249144/facts?_phsrc=AxX454&_phstart=successSource. England 
Census, 1861. 
242 Christopher1475, “James Allsop.” “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
243 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index - C1 – 1 to 750 - Rural Sections Register, 220 (c.1853) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. “Christchurch and Sumner survey districts / drawn by G.P. Wilson June 
1892,” Alexander Turnbull Library. 
244 In the electoral roll, James was listed as living on Crescent Road. There were two Crescent Roads in 
Christchurch in the nineteenth century, one of which was known as Trafalgar Street and the other is part of 
Brougham Street. Given that the Allsops generally lived in St Albans, it is assumed that they lived on what is 
now Trafalgar Street, which is in St Albans. Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: B,” 
(Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 143-144. Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street 
Names: T-V,” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 71. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Stanmore), 
1883-84, 2. Certificate of title 96/182, Canterbury, 1883, Land Information New Zealand. 
245 Certificate of title 96/182. 
246 Ibid. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Stanmore), 1883-84, 2. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1887-88, 
105. 
247 “Storemen and Carters,” Star (Christchurch), 6 September 1809, 4. 
248 Dover Street was then called High Street. Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: D-E,” 
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New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north, supplementary roll), 1905, 1. New Zealand Electoral Roll 
(Christchurch north), 1908, 4. 
249 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1902, 5. 
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1898 is the first year someone is listed as living at what would become 61 Bangor Street, on James’s 

section in the Avon loop, suggesting that the house was built in c.1897.250 James and Sarah built a 

house facing onto Bangor Street, leaving the Oxford Terrace part of the section (which faced the river) 

bare. This seems a curious decision, as the part of the section that faced the river also faced north 

and, as with Cora Villa, this proximity to the river would have given the house a greater sense of space 

and a more pleasant (and sunny) outlook. Perhaps James had intended to subdivide off and sell the 

northern part of the section. The house James and Sarah built was a standard villa, complete with a 

veranda with cast iron fretwork, eaves brackets and fan and sidelights (Figure 4-32). The veranda posts 

had moulded capitals and the door and windows were both set in moulded architraves (Figure 4-33). 

Like Cora Villa, this house had pairs of sash windows in the front elevation. The two houses were quite 

similar in a number of ways, in spite of being built 20 years apart, reflecting the ubiquity of this 

particular house type in Christchurch (as is demonstrated in the following chapter). The houses had 

the same layout, although the relative room sizes were different (the parlour at Cora Villa was 

noticeably bigger than the other rooms in that house; Figure 4-34). The house at 61 Bangor Street was 

smaller, too, being only just above the average sized house in the Avon loop in my sample (66 m2), a 

fact somewhat at odds with its relatively decorative exterior. This house only had two fireplaces 

(neither of which were in situ at the time of recording) and, where the original linings survived, these 

were lath and plaster (they did not survive in the back rooms). The house had no ceiling roses, cornices 

or plinth blocks, and no hall arch. As was often the case, the skirting boards were higher in the parlour 

– the most public room in the house – than in the other rooms. As at Cora Villa, the hall walls were 

positioned so close to the front door as to cut off part of its architrave on the interior. In other words, 

as seen with a number of these Avon loop houses, the focus of decoration was the exterior of the 

house, not the interior, and its exterior was about as decorative as the exterior of a standard villa 

could be. In this, it provides a striking contrast to the considerably plainer house the Fosters built at 

56 Bangor Street, which was just over the road, and was just slightly smaller.251 

 
250 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 20 August 1898, 5. 
251 63.6 m2 compared to 66 m2, and five rooms compared to six. 
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Figure 4-32. The street-facing elevation (east) of the house that James and Sarah Allsop built at 61 Bangor 

Street. The veranda was extended to the south at some point after the house was built, and the rail along the 

veranda was a later addition but, otherwise, this façade was original. Source: K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Figure 4-33. The front door, which is noticeably more impressive than that of the house at 19 Willow Street 

(Figure 4-26). Note also the cast iron fretwork in the veranda, the moulded capitals on the veranda posts and 

the pairs of eaves brackets above the veranda. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 4-34. The floor plan of the house at 61 Bangor Street. Room 1 was the hall, Rooms 2 and 3 were 

bedrooms, Room 5 was a kitchen and Room 6 the parlour. Room 4’s function is uncertain, but it could have 

been a bathroom, scullery, pantry or bedroom. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology) and 

K. Watson. 

 

James and Sarah rented the house out for a couple of years, before selling the section in 1901.252 The 

Allsops continued to live in St Albans (as did most of their children, albeit not always with their parents) 

until at least 1913, at which point they disappear from view completely.253 From 1913 until James’s 

death in 1923, there is no mention of him or Sarah in the street directories, the electoral rolls or the 

 
252 Certificate of title 96/182. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1900, 236. 
253 See, for example, New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1903, 5, New Zealand Electoral Roll 
(Christchurch north), 1908, 4. 
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newspapers, anywhere in New Zealand. James died in 1923, and Sarah in 1927.254 James’s will had 

been made in 1904, so it reveals nothing more about his whereabouts for the last 10 years of his life.255 

He left an estate worth no more than £400 (and possibly as little as £100, the value of his life insurance 

policy).256 Sarah died in 1927, with an estate of a similar value.257 Both were buried in Linwood 

Cemetery, indicating that they died in Christchurch.258 This is pretty much all that is known about 

James and Sarah’s lives in Christchurch, beyond that, in 1907, James was selling some roosters.259 

Silver Wyandottes, to be precise. Which is not a lot to go on in terms of revealing more about James 

and Sarah. 

 

The house at 61 Bangor Street does not tell us a great deal about the lives of James and Sarah Allsop 

and their family. This is partly because there are so few details about their lives. Neither were involved 

in court cases, or employed people and they do not seem to have belonged to any organisations that 

reported their activities in the paper (as many organisations did, in fact). Further, without knowing 

why they moved so often, and whether or not they owned the sections they lived on, it is difficult to 

place their ownership of 61 Bangor Street in a broader context. While the house was evidently built 

as a rental property, it is not clear if this was always the Allsops’ intention or if they had planned to 

move into the loop at some point. That they only owned the house for a couple of years suggests that 

perhaps it proved more trouble than it was worth as a rental, or perhaps the family needed the money 

its sale would have realised. Although there is no evidence that they were particularly involved in life 

in St Albans, it is clear that they had a strong attachment to the suburb (which they also imparted to 

their children). In some ways, this makes their purchase of land in the Avon loop curious, but there 

are number of factors that may have influenced this decision, with timing and funds likely to be 

foremost amongst them. The house may not tell us a great deal about James and Sarah’s lives, but 

their lives do tell us that some of Christchurch’s nineteenth century residents lived quite uneventful 

and law-abiding lives, with neither spectacular successes nor failures and limited community 

involvement. In fact, what is perhaps surprising is that not more of the stories presented in my thesis 

are about people who were as invisible as the Allsops. And the house is important, for demonstrating 

the range of houses built in the Avon loop and for again highlighting the difference between 

appearance (decorative) and reality (small). 

 
254 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
255 James Allsop Probate 33961 (1923) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
256 Ibid. 
257 Sarah Ellen Allsop Probate 40898 (1927) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
258 CCC, “Christchurch City Council Cemeteries Database,” accessed 30 June 2021, 
https://heritage.christchurchcitylibraries.com/Cemeteries/.  
259 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 25 May 1907, 5. 
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4.3. A balancing act: building a house on a limited budget 

As I write this, Aotearoa New Zealand is in the midst of a housing crisis: there are not enough houses, 

and those that are available are beyond the reach of many first home buyers, regardless of their 

occupation. From this twenty-first century perspective, it is surprising that a waiter and a carrier – 

both unskilled workers – could afford to buy land and build on it. No doubt this was also the case for 

these families, for none is likely to have been able to afford to buy or build a house in England. Nor 

would they have been able to afford to build speculatively or to build rental properties, as Henry and 

Susan Barrett, Alfred and Mary Foster and James and Sarah Allsop did. The extent to which some of 

these couples could actually afford to build is called into question by the stories of Harriett and Joseph 

Francis and Henry and Susan Barrett. Others, particularly the Fosters and the Oppenheims, had far 

more financial success. This, then, is the first theme that emerges from the stories of those who built 

in the Avon loop: theoretically, anyone could afford to build in mid-late nineteenth century 

Christchurch. Class was no barrier, and nor was occupation. People may not have been able to build a 

particularly big house, or a particularly fancy one, or on a particularly large section, but they could 

afford the so-called ‘New Zealand dream’ of a piece of land, with a house on it and, if they chose, 

space to grow fruit and vegetables, or run chickens, to help support them.260 A corollary of this is that 

not only could anyone afford to build, anyone could afford to build an investment property, whether 

that was a rental property or a speculative build. The second theme is that, unsurprisingly, achieving 

this dream was no guarantee of on-going financial security or prosperity, or even being able to retain 

the house. In fact, achieving it may very well have contributed to the loss of these things. And yet for 

others, such as the Fosters and the Oppenheims, it is likely that property ownership contributed to 

their financial success, providing additional income for these families as a rental property and as an 

asset that could be sold. 

 

Not only did people see houses as a commercial investment from early in the piece, there is some 

evidence to suggest that they also saw land as such. The Hardies, the Fosters and the Oppenheims all 

bought sections that they later subdivided, without having built on the land that they subdivided off. 

 
260 Trevor Burnard, “An Artisanal Town - the Economic Sinews of Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, 
Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2000), 122. Miles Fairburn, The Ideal Society and Its Enemies: The Foundations of 
Modern New Zealand Society, 1850-1900 (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1989), 43-44. Gael Ferguson, 
Building the New Zealand Dream (Palmerston North: Dunmore Press with the assistance of the Historical 
Branch, Dept. of Internal Affairs, 1994), 27. Anna K. C. Petersen, New Zealanders at Home: A Cultural History of 
Domestic Interiors 1814-1914 (Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2001), 33. Ben Schrader, The Big Smoke: 
New Zealand Cities, 1840-1920 (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2016), 98-100. 
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In the absence of detailed information about the finances of each of the couples – and the price of 

land in the Avon loop at the time – it is difficult to know exactly why they did this, although I have 

advanced some possibilities above. It seems likely that the Fosters intended to build on the land they 

sold off, but there is less evidence to suggest that this was the case for Ernest Oppenheim, particularly 

given the timing of when he sold his land. The same may also be true of Maria Hardie. While land for 

the builders discussed in Chapter 3 was an investment, it was also a source of status, and the social 

‘power’ that went with that. For the builders in the Avon loop, it is more likely that the ‘extra’ land 

they purchased was viewed as a potential source of income. 

 

Of note is that few of these families lived in or owned these properties for an extended period of time. 

None of these became ‘forever’ homes, to use the modern phrasing, although some may well have 

been built with that intention. Even those that were rented out were not retained until death. This 

stands in contrast to many of the house builders discussed in the other chapters, most of whom still 

owned the house in question when they died.261 The Allsops and the Oppenheims both owned their 

sections for some considerable time (around 20 years) before selling them, although the Oppenheims 

only lived at 19 Willow Street for seven years, and there was only a house on the Allops’ section for 

three of the 17 years they owned it. The next longest stayer was the Hardie family, who lived in their 

house for seven years. The Roses, though, only lived in their house for three years, and the other 

builders owned their houses for relatively short periods of time. In some cases, the short period of 

ownership or occupation was for financial reasons (for example, the Barretts) but in others it was 

because people got better opportunities (such as the Francises and the Oppenheims). The work of 

Lyndon Fraser and Tom Brooking (and his collaborators, Dick Martin, David Thomson, and Hamish 

James) has identified that property ownership was one of the key reasons why people stayed – 

persisted – in a given location, with other factors, such as occupational class, also contributing.262 

Brooking’s research demonstrated that, in early twentieth century Dunedin, the greater the value of 

the property, the more likely the owners were to retain it and remain living there, regardless of 

occupational class.263 This also holds true of the pattern seen in my data, given that these Avon loop 

houses are likely to have been among some of the cheaper houses in the city. Citing the work of 

 
261 70% of these builders still owned the house in question when they died, although one couple no longer 
lived in the house (the Palmers, at 32 Beveridge Street, Chapter 5). Another couple did not own their house 
when they died, but had owned it for 20 years before selling it (the Twynehams, 329 Cambridge Terrace, 
Chapter 6). 
262 Tom Brooking, Dick Martin, David Thomson, and Hamish James, “The Ties That Bind: Persistence in a New 
World Industrial Suburb, 1902-22,” Social History 24, no. 1 (1999): 70-71. Lyndon Fraser, To Tara Via Holyhead: 
Irish Catholic Immigrants in Nineteenth-Century Christchurch (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1997), 85-
86. 
263 Brooking, “The Ties That Bind,” 70. 
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Howard P. Chudacoff, Brooking et al. also note that people often moved to improve their 

circumstances and the move was often spurred by the desire for a house with a better resale value.264 

There is no direct evidence that the latter was the case for any of the Avon loop builders, but the 

Francises and the Oppenheims certainly moved in pursuit of better opportunities. 

 

Building a house will always be a balancing act: a little money saved here, a little money splurged 

there. And what people choose to spend their money on indicates what matters most to them, 

particularly when there is not much money. For these Avon loop builders, who were of limited means, 

this was even more the case than for most other builders, and one that was more clearly 

demonstrated by the resulting houses than others in my sample. This balancing act may have started 

with the purchase of the land – a section that was close to the central city, but one that was relatively 

small. It was evident in a range of other ways, but most commonly in the way that money was spent 

on external decoration rather than on internal decoration. This highlights another of the themes 

running through these stories – the importance of appearances, which played out through these 

careful balancing acts. Not only was there a focus on external decoration, there was also the way that 

both the Roses and the Oppenheims built houses that were smaller than they appeared to be from 

the street, potentially saving money by not building to what would have been considered a normal 

‘full’ footprint for a house (meaning that the square footage of the house was reduced). The Roses 

went further than this, sacrificing the hall that was such a fundamental part of houses in this time and 

place, perhaps to be able to afford a veranda, bay and bay window. The Hardies’ house, at 13 Willow 

Street, was the exception – it had no pretensions of any sort, being small, plain and very, very basic. 

The focus on appearances, though, and consequently on the decoration of the exterior over the 

interior is not repeated to the same extent in working class housing outside the Avon loop (as can be 

seen in the chapter that follows). It seems that, for a certain part of society, with a certain level of 

income, there was more meaning in decorating the exterior of the house than the interior, perhaps to 

show the world at large that you did have some money, that you were not as poor as a plain exterior 

would have suggested (such as that at 13 Willow Street). If you had instead decorated the interior, 

only those who visited you would have seen those features. Further, for these families, it may have 

been more cost-effective to rely on ornaments, furnishings and furniture to create a highly decorative 

interior, in the knowledge that these things could be moved from house to house – although, if they 

were poor, large quantities of this sort of decoration are also likely to have been beyond their means. 

 
264 Ibid., 56, 69. 
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Ellen and Ernest Oppenheim did, however, own a piano, along with “the usual requirements of a 

comfortable home.”265 

 

As stories are wont to do, those recounted in this chapter move us beyond the statistics outlined at 

the beginning. These stories reveal more not just about working-class housing, but also about the 

Avon loop itself. At a prosaic level, they indicate that some people saw the area as having investment 

potential and others saw it as the ideal place to build their own house. And some saw it as both – John 

and Margaret Stinnear lived within the loop, on Oxford Terrace, between Bangor and Rees streets, 

and built two rental properties in Bangor Street.266 Those who built in the area in my sample were 

predominantly working class, with only one family with a middle-class occupation in my sample living 

in the neighbourhood. These builders are likely to have been amongst the poorest builders in the city. 

The sections were small, as were the houses, most of which were either cottages or standard villas. 

Some of these people struggled to make ends meet, but most got by just fine, and some were quite 

successful (if assessed by the size of the estates they were able to leave). There is no particular pattern 

to who succeeded and who did not, in terms of whether they were landlords or owner-occupiers, or 

the nature of the house they built. Mostly, it came down to good judgement, prudent financial 

behaviour, hard work and no doubt a little bit of luck. 

 

 
265 “Advertisements,” Press, 24 September 1888, 8. 
266 One of the Bangor Street rental properties was in my sample (56 Bangor Street). The Stinnears’ story is not 
told in this chapter due to the extent to which the house had been modified. 
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5. KEEPING UP WITH THE JONESES, BUT NOT STANDING OUT 

FROM THEM: BUILDING A SQUARE VILLA 

 

By the mid-1870s, cottages were giving way to villas in the house-building landscape of Christchurch. 

This would very quickly become the dominant type of new house in the city, with two variants: the 

standard villa and the bay villa. Within my sample, the standard villa was typically built by working and 

middle class builders, and was the main type of house built from c.1875.1 The standard villa, with its 

typically flat front and symmetrical façade, was a plainer style of house than the bay equivalent: it 

seemed to blend in more. A rather scathing description of a variant of these houses was published in 

1913: “the average house of the average New Zealander displays his soul truly, and utility is his essence 

– a four-square box, divided into four square rooms, a veranda with filigree woodwork, and a tiled 

hearth in the ‘drawing room’.”2 And, on one level, these houses were quite utilitarian, with little in the 

way of decorative features, meaning that there was little to distinguish these houses from one another 

(Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2). Without a bay, there were simply fewer opportunities for decoration, and 

those that did exist were somehow more restrained – at least in the houses in my sample. From my 

analysis of these houses and the people who built them, they seem to be the houses of people who 

wanted to blend in, who did not want to stand out from the crowd. For all this, there were ways in 

which these houses could and did vary. Size was chief amongst them, but there was a range of other 

decisions builders had to make with regard to the appearance and layout of their houses. As in the 

Avon loop, the decisions made reflected the builder’s budget, their personal taste, their responses to 

the current fashions and what was available. Within these parameters, builders constructed and 

presented their identity, both to the world at large (through the exterior of the house) and to 

themselves, their family and those who visited (through the interior). 

 

 
1 56% of the houses in my sample built between 1875 and 1900 were standard villas. 
2 H. Dick, “The New Zealander-His Mental Attitude and Possibilities,” The Triad, 10 December 1913, 345. 
Quoted in Anna K. C. Petersen, New Zealanders at Home: A Cultural History of Domestic Interiors 1814-1914 
(Dunedin: University of Otago Press, 2001), 102. 
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Figure 5-1. The one storey standard villas in my sample. Source: F. Bradley, M. Hennessey, P. Mitchell, L. 

Tremlett, K. Watson and K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 5-2. The two storey standard villas in my sample. Source: M. Carter, Dalman Architects Ltd, A. Dodd, 

M. Hennessey, P. Mitchell, L. Tremlett, K. Watson and K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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5.1. Successful lives, well-lived: the stories of five standard villa builders 

As in the preceding chapters, the houses are discussed in the order in which they were built. The 

location of these houses is shown in Figure 5-3. 

 

 

Figure 5-3. Central and surrounding Christchurch, showing the location of the standard villas discussed in this 

chapter. Source: ArcGIS. 

 

5.1.1. A great success, but a regular type of house – on the outside 

William Hargreaves was undeniably a successful man, and the house he and his wife Margaret built 

clearly reflected this. Although of the ordinary standard villa type, it was one of the more decorative 

of these and the largest house in my sample, regardless of form. It was built at the west end of 

Gloucester Street, a location subsequently described as “one of the best around Christchurch, close 

to the Gardens, Museum, Park and Colleges, and within 7 minutes’ walk of the Post Office.”3 It was 

also just around the corner from the prestigious addresses of Park Terrace and Rolleston Avenue.4 

Between its size and location, this house indicated quite the rise in the fortunes of two people who 

 
3 “Advertisements”, Press, 6 August 1920, 10. 
4 John Wilson, “Contextual Historical Overview for Christchurch City” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Council, 
2013), 238. 
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started their working lives as an errand boy and a servant.5 In spite of their wealth and occupational 

class (upper middle class), though, the Hargreaveses chose to build in a form that was generally built 

by those with working and middle class occupations. They were the only upper middle-class couple in 

my sample to do so. 

 

William was the son of a tailor, born in Liverpool in 1838, and Margaret the daughter of a cloth worker, 

born in Yorkshire in 1840.6 By 1851, William’s father had died and he was working as an errand boy, 

while Margaret was a servant in her aunt’s house.7 In 1860, William followed his older brother, Edward 

Hargreaves, to Lyttelton, and began working for him as a clerk.8 Margaret, meanwhile, probably made 

her way to New Zealand under the auspices of the aforementioned aunt, Annie Fairhurst. Annie was 

Margaret’s father’s sister, and married to Isaac Fairhurst. Isaac had set up in business in Sydney in the 

1850s, before the Fairhursts, their three children and probably Margaret moved to Christchurch.9 

Margaret and William married in October 1862, by which time William had gone out into business on 

his own.10 He initially advertised that he was a an importer and a commission agent, and he engaged 

in the sale of a range of goods in the 1860s and the early 1870s, including land, hay, building supplies, 

furniture and alcohol.11 By the late 1870s, however, the business’s focus was coal and, to a lesser 

extent, building timber.12 But, as will be seen, William was very much more than a coal merchant (and 

it is worth noting that he thought so, too, describing himself as an auctioneer).13 

 

When he established his business, William was living (and working) in Gloucester Street, on the block 

between Oxford Terrace and Colombo Street (to the north of where he and Margaret would eventually 

 
5 England Census, 1851.  
6 Church of England Marriages and Banns, 1875. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 1920, 7. England 
Census, 1841. 
7 England Census, 1851. 
8 G. R. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary of Canterbury Biography,” H167, Canterbury Museum. 
9 Austin McNamara, “Ann (Annie) Donbavand,” Ancestry, accessed 15 July 2021, 
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/118970737/person/212051733916/facts. Austin 
McNamara, “Isaac Fairhurst,” Ancestry, accessed 15 July 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/118970737/person/212051906388/facts?_phsrc=KDU88&_phstart=successSource. 
Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F13. 
10 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 March 1862, 8. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 1920, 7. 
Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” H167. 
11 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 May 1862, 7. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 22 April 1868, 4. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 July 1862, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 4 February 1871, 4. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 10 January 1872, 4. 
12 “Advertisements,” Press, 1 January 1870, 3. “Advertisements,” Press, 1 January 1874, 1. “Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 19 January 1876, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 January 1886, 4. “Advertisements,” 
Press, 2 January 1888, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 20 January 1890, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton 
Times, 15 November 1894, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 2 January 1896, 1. 
13 Application 12814, Canterbury, 1920, Land Information New Zealand. 
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build).14 For a time, he shared these premises with Margaret’s uncle, Isaac.15 The newly married 

couple, however, settled in Lyttelton, and would remain there until c.1871, when they moved to 

Christchurch, to the suburb of Merivale.16 By this time, William had premises in Cathedral Square, 

separating his work from his home, as was considered desirable at the time (see section 3.1.3).17 By 

1873, Margaret, William and their six children were living much closer to William’s work, on the corner 

of Cashel and Barbadoes streets.18 Two more children were born while they lived there.19 In 1879, 

William and Joseph Martin Heywood (described in the deed as an insurance agent) purchased Town 

Section 352 (which would become 21 Gloucester Street, which was in my sample) in trust for 

Margaret.20 The purchase in trust reflects that the land was purchased with Margaret’s money, at a 

time when a married woman could not legally own property.21 This stands in contrast to Maria Hardie’s 

purchase of land in Willow Street, at around the same time (outlined in Chapter 4). The purchase for 

Margaret followed the correct legal procedure for the time, while Maria’s purchase reveals that that 

legal process did not have to be followed. The year before, William had offered this section for sale 

on behalf of its owner, Edward Minchin, describing it as a “splendid Building Site for Gentleman’s 

Residence [sic]”.22 William and Joseph purchased the quarter-acre section for £500.23 This raises the 

question of where this money came from, and may call into question Margaret’s earlier designation 

as a servant. It certainly hints that her origins were perhaps not as humble as that designation might 

suggest. Construction of the house must have proceeded rapidly after this, for Margaret gave birth to 

the last of her children at the house in May 1880.24 

 

As noted above, the house was a particularly big one and, being two-storeyed, somewhat imposing 

(Figure 5-4). The house was set well back from the street, clad in beaded weatherboards on all 

elevations and had a shingle roof (Figure 5-5). None of the other houses in my sample had beaded 

 
14 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 March 1862, 8. “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data 
supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board ; T.S. Lambert, delt,” MapColl 834.4492a 1877 3158, 
Alexander Turnbull Library. 
15 “Christchurch, Canterbury / compiled from data supplied to City Council and District Drainage Board.” 
16 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 January 1863, 6. Canterbury Provincial Roll (Lyttelton), 1870-71, 91. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 25 April 1871, 1. 
17 Canterbury Provincial Roll (Christchurch), 1870-71, 53. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 4 February 1871, 
4. 
18 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 9 December 1873, 1. 
19 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
20 Application 12814. 
21 Ibid. Bettina Bradbury, “From Civil Death to Separate Property: Changes in the Legal Rights of Married 
Women in Nineteenth Century New Zealand,” New Zealand Journal of History 29, no. 2 (1995), 42. 
22 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 5 July 1878, 2. 
23 Application 12814.  
24 “Births,” Globe, 11 May 1880: 2. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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weatherboards (a detail that was typically only visible when close to the building) and these were not 

a common feature on buildings in nineteenth century Christchurch.25 When built, the house had a 

veranda on the street-facing elevation, with the front door and two bays windows under this.26 Above 

it were three sets of windows. While the original front door had been removed, the moulded transoms 

and mullions remained, as did the fan and sidelights. The front door was recessed, and that recess was 

panelled with beaded moulding. The bay windows had only two windows in the front, making them 

surprisingly small for a house of this nature. If these had originally had any decorative features, they 

had not survived. The three sets of windows above each had moulded brackets supporting pediments 

(Figure 5-6). There were eaves brackets and eaves moulding under the eaves, on the front (south), 

rear and one of the side elevations. None of the windows on the rear or side elevations had any 

decorative features, but there was a balcony on the west and north elevations, and the veranda 

extended onto the east and west elevations.27 

 

 

 

 

 
25 I am aware of only two other buildings in and around the city with weatherboards like this, a farmhouse in 
the Lower Styx area (to the northeast of the city) and the Canterbury Club. 
26 “Advertisements”, Press, 6 August 1920, 10. 
27 Ibid. 



204 
 

 

Figure 5-4. The street-facing (south) elevation of the house at 21 Gloucester Street. There had been several 

changes to this elevation, with the original veranda28 removed, a porch added, new roofs added to the bay 

windows and the wing at right added. The veranda and balcony at left had also been modified. Source: P. 

Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 
28 “Advertisements”, Press, 6 August 1920, 10. 
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Figure 5-5. The beaded weatherboards. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 5-6. One of the sets of windows on the first floor, showing the window brackets and pediment. Source: 

P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The house at 21 Gloucester Street was a standard villa and had a villa layout, as would be expected 

for a house of this scale (Figure 5-7). The available evidence suggests that the five rooms in the main 
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body of the house, on the ground floor, were the hall (Room 1), the drawing room (Room 5, on the 

basis that the skirting boards in this room were higher than those in the other front room29), the dining 

room (Room 3) and two other rooms, possibly a morning and breakfast room (Rooms 2 and 4). The 

kitchen and other service rooms were in the annex at the rear. This had been heavily modified in the 

early-mid twentieth century, after the family’s sale of the house, and it was not possible to establish 

its original layout at the time of demolition. Rooms 2, 3, 4 and 5 all had ceiling roses, and although no 

evidence of it was observed during the recording, it is likely that the hall also had one originally. There 

was also no evidence that there had been a hall arch. The hall, Room 2 and Room 4 all had cornices, 

and it is likely that Room 5 also had a cornice originally. These rooms were all lined with lath and 

plaster and the four living spaces originally had fireplaces. A 1920 sale advertisement indicates that 

house had “several” marble mantelpieces, and these are likely to have been on the ground floor.30 

The architraves around the doors into these rooms each had plinth blocks. The skirting boards were 

higher in the front rooms (and the hall) than the rear rooms. While this arguably indicates a more 

public function for the front than the rear rooms, this is not consistent with the functions posited here, 

with the dining room being one of the two rear rooms. The dining room was identified as such due to 

the double doors that opened into it from the hall, giving the room a spacious and relatively grand 

entrance, allowing guests to enter as pairs. This distinguished it from the other rooms on the ground 

floor, as did the wainscoting on the walls. Its position, to the rear of the house, was an unusual one 

for the homes of the wealthy. Examining the floor plans of houses designed for the elite by 

architectural firm Armson Collins and Harman from 1880-99 indicates that the two front rooms (on 

the ground floor in the case of two-storey houses) were typically the drawing and dining room.31 In 

 
29 360 mm compared to 320 mm. 
30 “Advertisements”, Press, 6 August 1920, 10. 
31 For example, the front rooms in the following two-storeyed houses were the drawing and dining room: A. R. 
Bloxam’s, Arthur T. Chapman’s, E. C. Minchin’s, Dr de Renzi’s, S. S. Blackburne’s, G. E. Way’s and C. J. Price’s. A. 
R. Bloxam Esq. house (1883), 158809, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan 
Brown Library. Arthur T. Chapman – house – No. 1 (1885), 159650, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural 
Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. E. C. Minchin Esq. house (1887), 159642, MB 1418 Armson – 
Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. Dr de Renzi house – No. 1 (1895), 15880, 
MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. S. S. Blackburne house 
(1898), 158814, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. G. E. 
Way Esq. house (1898), 158811, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown 
Library. C. J. Price Esq. – house (1899), 158831, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, 
Macmillan Brown Library. The exceptions were the deanery, Dr Downes’s house and Mrs McLean’s house.  
New Deanery building – No. 1 (1884), 159646, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, 
Macmillan Brown Library. Dr Downes house – No. 1 (1892), 30569, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural 
Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. Mrs McLean house No. 1 (1897), 158817, MB 1418 Armson – 
Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
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contrast to this, Jeremy Salmond argues the dining room was typically in the middle of middle class 

homes, behind either the parlour or the front bedroom.32  

 

 

Figure 5-7. The ground floor, 21 Gloucester Street. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) 

and K. Watson. 

 

It is possible that the other two rooms on the ground floor were a breakfast and a morning room. In 

1898 and 1900, William advertised a house for sale in Gloucester Street west that matched the house 

at 21 Gloucester Street in terms of the number of rooms, but the location information is not precise 

 
32 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 169. 
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enough to confirm that it was his and Margaret’s house.33 The house advertised for sale had both 

breakfast and morning room, two rooms that appear at face value to have a broadly similar function. 

Jane Hamlett, however, has noted that some nineteenth century advice writers described the morning 

room as the female equivalent of a man’s study, where the work of managing the house was carried 

out.34 The breakfast room, on the other hand, was often used as a family space.35 It is possible that 

the Hargreaves family used these rooms in this way, although it is worth noting that none of the 

Armson Collins plans show houses with both these rooms, suggesting that it was not a common 

arrangement (in fact, few of the houses they designed had either a morning or a breakfast room). 

 

Upstairs, there were eight rooms, including the hall (Figure 5-8). None of these had the ceiling roses, 

cornices or plinth blocks present on the ground floor, and the skirting boards were shallower than 

those on the ground floor. Five of the first-floor rooms were bedrooms, with the smallest room, at the 

north end of the hall, probably a servant’s bedroom (Room 9).36 The other two rooms were a linen 

closet (at the south end of the hall; Room 13) and a bathroom (Room 10). Given the age of the 

Hargreaves children when the house was built (from an unborn child to a 17 year old), it is possible 

that one of the bedrooms initially functioned as a nursery, only later becoming a bedroom.37 The single 

fireplace mantel that survived was relatively ornate and stands in contrast to the lack of other 

decorative features on the first floor (Figure 5-9). The front rooms on the first floor were the same 

size as the rooms below, making them considerably larger than the rooms behind them (so large, in 

fact, that both had been divided in two by c.1910, no doubt to accommodate the changing needs of 

the Hargreaves family). This, and their position at the front of the house, would have given them a 

higher status tha might otherwise have been conveyed through built-in decorative features. 

 

 
33 “Advertisements,” Press, 5 March 1898, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 3 January 1900, 8. 
34 Jane Hamlett, Material Relations: Domestic Interiors and Middle-Class Families in England, 1850-1910 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2010), 49. 
35 Ibid., 50. 
36 Later modifications carried out by the Hargreaves brought the total number of bedrooms to seven. These 
modifications were dated on the use of traditional moulded skirting boards, which were used in Christchurch 
until c.1910. 
37 Sarah Anne Carter, “Reflecting Self-Image: ‘Girlhood’ Interiors 1875-1910,” MA, University of Delaware, 
2004, 15-16. 
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Figure 5-8. The first floor, 21 Gloucester Street. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) 

and K. Watson. 
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Figure 5-9. The classically inspired fireplace in the east front room on the first floor. The ornateness of this 

fireplace hints at what the fireplaces on the ground floor must have been like. Source: P. Mitchell 

(Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Outside of his business, William led a busy life, with a particular focus on the Anglican church. His 

obituary noted that he had been a member of Diocesan Synod for 40 years, on the Diocesan Standing 

Committee for 30 years, a member of the Church Property Trustees Board and the Clergy Pension 

Trust Board.38 He was also involved with the Church Work Society, a member of the Church Missions 

Committee for more than 20 years, a founder of the Canterbury Bush Mission and an early member 

of the Prison Gate Mission. In addition, he was a lay assistant at St John the Baptist and a founding 

member of the local Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA).39 St John the Baptist was the same 

church that Jane Wilson was heavily involved with, and the two are likely to have known each other. 

As well as this church involvement, William was a member of the Chamber of Commerce for more 

than 40 years, and a director of the Mutual Benefit Building Society for nearly 30 years (having also 

been involved in the Lyttelton and Canterbury building societies).40 While the family was living in 

Lyttelton, he had a prominent role in the Lyttelton Volunteer Artillery.41 His other major community 

 
38 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 1920, 7. 
39 Ibid. 
40 “Chamber of Commerce”, Lyttelton Times, 28 August 1909, 11. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 
1920, 7. 
41 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 1920, 7. 
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involvement was as a Justice of the Peace.42 Throughout all of this, William continued to run his 

business, only closing it in April 1919.43 

 

Much less is known of Margaret’s involvement in the community, although she was involved with the 

YMCA.44 Her name appeared in the papers with remarkable frequency, however, advertising for 

servants.45 These advertisements began when the family was living in Lyttelton, and continued until 

her death in 1910. For the most part, the advertisements were for a ‘general’, but there were also 

advertisements for a nurse girl and one that noted that a housemaid was kept.46 While there was a 

well-documented servant problem in nineteenth century New Zealand, the frequency with which 

these advertisements appeared suggests that working at 21 Gloucester Street may not have been 

easy.47 Upon Margaret’s death in 1910, she left everything for her executors to look after until the 

death of her husband, and then her estate was to be distributed as per his wishes.48 William died in 

1920, leaving an estate worth about £50,000, a substantial fortune, given that Jim McAloon has 

defined the wealthy as those who left an estate worth more than £20,000.49 

 

On the exterior, Margaret and William’s house was about as decorative as a standard villa could be. 

And on the interior, too, although the absence of decorative features on the first floor is in stark 

contrast to the treatment of the ground floor. In choosing not to include built-in decorative features 

on the first floor, Margaret and William drew a sharp distinction between the public nature of the 

ground floor and the private nature of the first floor. This was not a space that anyone other than 

family members or servants would have entered and thus no decoration was required to impress 

visitors. By putting the service rooms in a wing at the rear of the house, they drew another distinction 

 
42 “Christchurch,” Star (Christchurch”, 7 October 1890, 3. 
43 “Advertisements,” Press, 2 April 1919, 1. 
44 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 September 1884, 1. 
45 For example, a nurse girl (“Advertisements,” Globe, 31 July 1880, 2.) and a general servant 
(“Advertisements,” Press, 6 October 1881, 1. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 20 April 1882, 2. 
“Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 22 February 1883, 2. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 10 June 
1885, 2. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 16 June 1896, 3.) 
46 Ibid. 
47 Charlotte Macdonald, “Strangers at the Hearth: The Eclipse of Domestic Service in New Zealand Homes 
C.1830s-1940,” in At Home in New Zealand: Houses, History, People (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2000), 42. 
48 Margaret Jane Hargreaves Probate CH7048 (1910), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
49 William Henry Hargreaves Probate CH11041 (1920), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Jim 
McAloon, No Idle Rich: The Wealthy in Canterbury and Otago 1840-1914 (Dunedin: Otago University Press, 
2002), 15. 
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between different types of space. The work of running the house – and the servants who carried it out 

– was sequestered away from the main body of the house.50 

 

This was an impressive house, in a prominent location, and it tells the story of Margaret and William’s 

financial success. To what extent this translated to social ‘success’ is hard to judge, but Margaret did 

attend a number of receptions in the 1890s and early twentieth century, including those of Lady 

Onslow, the Countess of Glasgow and the Duke and Duchess of Cornwall.51 Many people attended 

these receptions, including the city’s most prominent residents, and one imagines that they were 

glittering affairs. Receiving an invitation was no doubt a mark of respect. Whether such respect was a 

result of William’s business success or his involvement with the church – or both – is not possible to 

determine. Regardless, it was a long way from the couple’s beginnings. In relation to this, the relative 

ornateness of the house’s interior certainly suggests that the family intended to entertain, although it 

is hard to know if they ever did. What strikes me about the house, though, is that Margaret and William 

did not go so far as to build a bay villa. As discussed in the following chapter, the bay villa represented 

the pinnacle of achievement and would have been more consistent with their upper middle class 

occupational status. This was a house form that was only just coming into fashion when the 

Hargreaves were building, and perhaps this factored into their decision-making. But, perhaps also, the 

bay villa form, with its very clear elite associations, seemed a step too far for this couple of relatively 

humble origins. 

 

5.1.2. A woman’s business: how Lizzie Palmer’s business nous underwrote her family’s 

movement through the city 

Lizzie Palmer was a successful businesswoman. She established her business in the heart of 

Christchurch in 1900, taking over premises that had been the site of businesses run by women since 

at least c.1887.52 Both the previous businesses were clothing-related (a furrier and a knitting factory), 

and Lizzie Palmer would initially continue with both lines of work.53 This pattern echoes that seen in 

relation to Maude Foster’s dressmaking business, with a succession of the same businesses on the 

same site (see Chapter 4). Whether this simply reflects the practicalities of selling a business (although 

 
50 Helen Leach, “The European House and Garden in New Zealand: A Case for Parallel Development” in At 
Home in New Zealand: History, Houses, People, ed. Barbara Brookes (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 
2000), 80. 
51 “Lady Onslow’s Reception,” Press, 6 October 1891, 6. “The Countess of Glasgow’s Reception,” Press, 7 
November 1892, 6. “The Royal Reception,” Lyttelton Times, 25 June 1901, 8. 
52 “Advertisements,” Press, 6 March 1900, 1. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1887-88, 93; 1890-91, 
75; 1892-93, 72-73; 1894-95, 166; 1896-97, 160; 1898-99, 176. 
53 “Advertisements,” Press, 6 March 1900, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 18 March 1901, 1. 
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dressmaking and furriers are unlikely to have had a large physical component) or a good business 

strategy is not clear, and how widespread this pattern was is not known.54 Lizzie would quickly focus 

on the knitting aspect of her business and would operate it until her death in 1919.55 As well be seen 

from the story of her family, the success of this business allowed the family to prosper and facilitated 

an impressive improvement in their position within Christchurch, as evidenced by their housing 

choices. 

 

Lizzie was born in 1845 and Jabez, her future husband, in 1844.56 By 1876, the pair had married and 

were resident in Christchurch, on Beveridge Street (then known as Aldred Street).57 Like the streets in 

the Avon loop, Beveridge Street was not part of the original survey of Christchurch but had been 

formed through a town reserve. It, too, had a working class character by the early 1880s.58 Within two 

years, the Palmers were living in a small standard cottage on land that Jabez would buy in 1880 (this 

section was a quarter-acre).59 Jabez took out a mortgage at the time of purchase, and the construction 

of the house that was in my sample, at 32 Beveridge Street, dates to this time.60 Jabez was described 

as a carpenter and a joiner (a working class occupation) and may well have had a hand in building the 

house.61 By this time, he and Lizzie had three children (a boy and two girls), and they would have 

another three (two boys and a girl) by 1886.62 One son died in 1884 and their eldest daughter, Beaty, 

died in 1893.63  

 

Jabez and Lizzie built a small standard villa at 32 Beveridge Street (Figure 5-10). The house did not 

have a veranda or bay windows, but had a recessed front door, complete with fan and sidelights. While 

the original front door was no longer extant at the time of archaeological recording, the door surround 

remained and was a heavy stop-chamfered form (Figure 5-11). On either side of the front door was a 

pair of sash windows, which had horns. The brackets below the windowsills were original, but the 

 
54 One other house in my sample –272 Gloucester Street – was occupied by a succession of dressmakers in the 
mid-late nineteenth century. 
55 “Advertisements,” Press, 18 March 1901, 1. “Deaths,” Star, 7 July 1919, 1. 
56 “Deaths,” Star, 7 July 1919, 1. Christchurch City Council, “Christchurch City Council Cemeteries Database,” 
accessed 12 July 2021, https://heritage.christchurchcitylibraries.com/Cemeteries/. 
57 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: B” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 73-
74. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1876-77, 74.  
58 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 72. 
59 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1878-79, 42.  
60 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – Volume A/S – Christchurch Town Sections – Subdivisions of ‘A’ Book, 
245 (c.1860) CH 1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
61 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1880-81, 54. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 
72. 
62 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
63 “Deaths,” Star (Christchurch), 30 June 1884, 2. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 27 November 1893, 2. 

about:blank
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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pediments and brackets above were a later addition. There were no other decorative features on this 

elevation, and no decorative features on the side or rear elevations. The original windows on these 

elevations had been replaced. This, then, was a particularly plain exterior, just a slight cut above that 

of the house the Fosters built at 56 Bangor Street (see Chapter 4). The house at 32 Beveridge Street, 

however, differed markedly from that at 56 Bangor Street in a number of ways. 

 

 

Figure 5-10. The street-facing (south) elevation of the house at 32 Beveridge Street. The window pediments 

and brackets were a later addition, but the windowsill brackets were original. Source: F. Bradley (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 5-11. The front door, 32 Beveridge Street. Neither the door nor the glass in the fan and sidelights were 

original. The new door was shorter than the original, necessitating some modifications to the door surround. 

Source: F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The house had a villa layout and six rooms, all within the main body of the house i.e. there was no 

lean-to (Figure 5-12).64 At 82.7 m2, the house was considerably smaller than the average standard villa, 

but larger than the standard villas from the Avon loop.65 The front two rooms (Rooms 2 and 6 on Figure 

5-12) were no doubt originally intended to be the parlour (Room 2) and the master bedroom (Room 

6), but given the number and gender of the children, it is likely that the parlour came to function as a 

bedroom, giving the house three bedrooms.66 The size and location of the small room at the end of 

the hall indicates that it was probably either a pantry or a bathroom. Although there was no direct 

connection between this room and the kitchen, working class houses of this date were more likely to 

have a pantry than a bathroom. The house had four fireplaces originally, although only one remained 

in situ at the time of recording and its original surround had not survived. The house was lined 

throughout with lath and plaster, including in the pantry and kitchen, although there was wainscoting 

on the lower third of the walls in the kitchen. There were ceiling roses in four of the rooms (the 

 
64 This is confirmed by a 1928 survey plan that shows the house with a square footprint. DP 8840, Canterbury, 
1928, Land Information New Zealand. 
65 The average standard villa was 114.5 m2. 
66 By 1886, there were five children, three girls and two boys, ranging in age from a new-born to a child over 10 
years old. 
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parlour/bedroom, the two bedrooms and the kitchen). Having a ceiling rose in the kitchen was not 

common, although nine other examples of a ceiling rose in a service room were recorded in my 

sample. The ceiling roses in the two front rooms were identical (which was also unusual, as ceiling 

roses typically differed in design in each room), but larger and more ornate than those in the two rear 

rooms, which were also identical (Figure 5-13). Likewise, the skirting boards in the front rooms were 

deeper than the rear rooms.67 Although there was no ceiling rose in the hall at the time of the 

archaeological recording, it seems likely that it would have had one originally. There were no ceiling 

cornices or plinth blocks and no information survived to indicate whether or not there had been a hall 

arch. 

 

 

Figure 5-12. The floor plan, 32 Beveridge Street. Source: F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology) 

and K. Watson. 

 
67 290 mm compared to 210 mm. 
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Figure 5-13. Top: the ceiling rose used in the two front rooms. Bottom: the ceiling rose used in the two rear 

rooms. Source: F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Although they built a new house for themselves, the Palmers did not demolish the cottage they had 

first lived on in on their section.68 They also built a third house on the section in the mid-1880s.69 Both 

extra houses were rented out, no doubt providing useful additional income for the family.70 In the late 

1890s, one of these houses was occupied by a J. W. A. Palmer – this person could not be identified 

 
68 Google Street View imagery indicates that this house remained standing until after the earthquakes. DP 
8840. 
69 DP 8840. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 72. 
70 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 5 October 1895, 5. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 
72. 
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and no connection between them and Jabez and Lizzie could be established, although the possibility 

is a tantalising one.71 

 

The family remained at Beveridge Street until 1900, when Lizzie took over Mrs Campbell’s business at 

what would become 755 Colombo Street.72 This business was described as a knitting factory, although 

Lizzie initially advertised it as repairing furs.73 By 1901, however, her focus had expanded to include 

knitted clothes, as well as other clothing for women and children, and knitted items would become a 

key focus.74 At about the same time, the family had left Beveridge Street (although Jabez retained 

ownership of the section) and were living above Lizzie’s premises.75 Although there is no information 

available about this space, it is likely to have been quite a change from the house at Beveridge Street. 

Further, within the sociocultural context of the time, this may well have seemed like a shift backwards, 

not forwards: as discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, there was an increasing desire to live in the suburbs, 

and to separate work from home in the nineteenth century. Clearly, there was a class element to this: 

working class people were less likely to be able afford to live on spacious suburban sections (or the 

associated commute to work) than those from the middle class. 

 

Lizzie’s business did well. In 1905, it was reported in the Lyttelton Times that she had imported “an 

ingenious machine for knitting fancy hosiery, including cycling hose in all sizes.”76 The article went on 

to note that the machine was the only one of its type in New Zealand. The following years brought 

some change, with the demolition and replacement of the premises that Lizzie had been operating 

from in 1906-07 (Figure 5-14).77 Following the construction of the new building, the family continued 

living above the shop, in what would have been cramped conditions for the parents, two children in 

their early 20s and one younger child (Figure 5-15).78 Regardless of the sociocultural context, this must 

have felt like a shift backwards from Beveridge Street simply in practical terms. But I like to think that 

Lizzie had a plan. 

 

 
71 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1896-97, 132; 1898-99, 132. 
72 On the west side of the street, between Cathedral Square and Gloucester Street, now the site of Te Pae. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 6 March 1900, 1. 
73 “Advertisements,” Press, 6 March 1900, 1. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1898-99, 176. 
74 “Advertisements,” Press, 18 March 1901, 1. 
75 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1903, 210. 
76 “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 7 March 1905, 4. 
77 Richards premises, Colombo and Gloucester Street (1907), 30986, MB 1418, Armson-Collins Architectural 
Drawings Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
78 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1908, 99. 
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Figure 5-14. The new shops built on Colombo Street, 1906-07. Lizzie operated from the shop at far left (the 

street numbers and business names below the shops refer to the 1970s addresses and occupants). Source: 

Richards premises, Colombo and Gloucester Street (1907), MB 1418, Armson-Collins Architectural Drawings 

Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
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Figure 5-15. Jabez, Lizzie and three of their children lived in Room 1 (at left), which was presumably divided 

into smaller spaces with partition walls. Source: Richards premises, Colombo and Gloucester Street (1907), 

MB 1418, Armson-Collins Architectural Drawings Collection, Macmillan Brown Library, University of 

Canterbury. 

 

In 1909, Lizzie purchased land at the west end of Gloucester Street, just a few doors down from 

Margaret and William Hargreaves (see section 5.1.1).79 There were two important things about this 

purchase. First, the land was bought by Lizzie, not Jabez. Second, the location of the section. As 

discussed above in relation to Margaret and William Hargreaves, this was a particularly desirable part 

of town. Hagley Park and the Christchurch Botanic Gardens were nearby, as were several of 

Christchurch’s schools (Christ’s College, Christchurch Girls’ High School, Christchurch Boys’ High 

School and Cathedral Grammar) along with Canterbury College and the Canterbury Museum.80 Lizzie’s 

place of work was also within easy walking distance. Within the aforementioned sociocultural context, 

this would have been perceived as quite a step up in the world – and the house was no doubt 

significantly more spacious and comfortable for the family as a whole. Aerial photographs from the 

 
79 Lizzie Palmer Probate CH10612 (1919) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
80 St Margaret’s College, another school in the area, was to open in 1910. CCC, “Former St Margaret’s College 
and Setting – 26 Park Terrace/25a Cranmer Square, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage 
Assessment Statement of Significance. 
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1960s indicate that it was a standard villa.81 It may not have been very different from the house at 32 

Beveridge Street in terms of form, but its location was a world away. That Lizzie herself purchased this 

section, rather than Jabez, suggests to me that it was her income from her business that enabled this 

move, although the rental income from the three houses in Beveridge Street must have helped. It is 

tempting to see the family’s move to the flat above the shop in Colombo Street as a deliberate strategy 

to save money and to allow the family to move on from the working-class world of Beveridge Street, 

but this is not possible to prove. 

 

Gloucester Street was not the only land that Lizzie purchased, further highlighting her success. In 1915, 

she bought two sections in New Brighton, and subsequently built a five-room bungalow on one of 

these, perhaps as a beach-side holiday home, or maybe a rental property (or both).82 Throughout all 

of this Jabez is largely invisible, and this has led me to the conclusion that he worked as an employee, 

rather than on his own account. In 1919, Lizzie died, aged 75, and still running her knitting factory.83 

She made her daughters her trustees and executors, leaving her piano to Florence, the younger 

daughter.84 Lizzie Irene received the house in Gloucester Street, along with the New Brighton house, 

although Lizzie noted in her will that she wanted the two women to live together.85 The bare section 

in New Brighton was left to Florence, and the business to both daughters.86 To her son James, she left 

£500, to be paid to him when the trustees “shall think fit”.87 Her other son, John, was to receive his 

bequest (£250, and the interest accrued) when he turned 50, in 1932, which leads to the conclusion 

that perhaps he was not particularly good with money.88 Her estate was valued at under £2500.89 

Curiously, there was no mention of Jabez in Lizzie’s will. Perhaps, though, the way in which she divided 

her estate reflected that Jabez had his own income and that neither of her daughters were married 

and thus they needed a secure source of income. When Jabez died in 1922, he was living in the 

Gloucester Street house and he also left everything to their daughters.90 His estate was valued at 

£1020.91 Lizzie’s business continued to trade as such until 1923, when Lizzie Irene and Florence sold it 

– traces of the business remained in Christchurch, too, until the earthquake destroyed them (Figure 

 
81 “Commercial,” Press, 2 August 1915, 9. Lizzie Palmer Probate. 
82 “Deaths,” Star (Christchurch), 7 July 1919, 1. 
83 Lizzie Palmer Probate. 
84 Ibid. 
85 Ibid. 
86 Ibid. 
87 Ibid. 
88 Ibid. 
89 Ibid. 
90 Jabez Palmer Probate 32359 (1922), Archives New Zealand, Wellington. 
91 Ibid. 
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5-16).92 In 1925, the section in Beveridge Street (complete with the three houses) was transferred to 

Lizzie Irene and Florence.93 

 

 

Figure 5-16. The remains of the sign advertising Lizzie’s shop at 755 Colombo Street, revealed by the collapse 

of a veranda following the 2011 earthquakes, and subsequently destroyed when the building was demolished. 

Source: K. Watson, for Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. 

 

Jabez and Lizzie’s story reveals the journey of one working class family through Christchurch, and how 

they made colonialism a success for them. The houses and places they lived played a significant role 

within that, including that at 32 Beveridge Street. Unlike the houses in the Avon loop, this was not a 

house where (relatively) more money had been spent on the exterior than the interior. In fact, the 

reverse was true: the exterior was relatively plain, with only minimal decoration and inside there were 

ceiling roses, nicely lined walls, a villa layout and relatively spacious rooms. This was a house that 

conformed far more to the fashions of the day, and the generally restrained nature of the standard 

villa, than the Avon loop houses did and clearly the Palmers did not feel the desire for an ornamented 

exterior that some of their contemporaries in the loop felt. The appearance of plainness is likely to 

have been just as important for the Palmers as the reverse was for the Oppenheims. While the exterior 

 
92 The last advertisement for the business appeared in 1923. “Advertisements,” Press, 11 April 1923, 13. 
93 Certificate of title 368/138, Canterbury, 1925, Land Information New Zealand. 
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conformed to certain societal norms, the Palmers’ use of the interior probably did not, with the 

parlour likely to have been used as a bedroom in order to accommodate their family suitably. This 

adaptation of the norms of the day to suit their own longer-term aims is also consistent with the family 

living above Lizzie’s place of work, whilst making and saving the money necessary to buy a house in a 

better location. Within the context of their story, the house at 32 Beveridge Street tells us that Jabez 

and Lizzie made the most of opportunities that Christchurch offered them, and suggests that they had 

quite a clear strategy for improving their social and financial situation in the world. 

 

5.1.3. A sober and responsible family man 

James Weir was one of two builders in my sample to have built their house before he married. And 

James built some considerable time before his marriage. In large part, this pattern is simply a product 

of when these people arrived in Christchurch and the stage in life they were at when they built a house 

in my sample. This means that James’s house was built within a different personal context than most 

of the others in my sample. James had arrived in New Zealand, aged about a year old, with his parents 

and two of his mother’s sisters, all from Ireland and from a rural background.94 His father, Thomas, 

often appeared in court reports, both civil and criminal, including for obtaining 250 corn sacks under 

false pretences, for which he was imprisoned for 12 months.95 Prior to this, James, his mother and his 

siblings had been living in the Heathcote valley, while his father was in Dunedin.96 Why this separation 

occurred is not known. A Thomas Weir was also charged with indecently assaulting a young girl and is 

believed to have been James’s father (on the grounds that no evidence has been found for other men 

of that name living in Christchurch at the time, or at any other time throughout the nineteenth 

century).97 In 1878, Thomas – then described as a farmer of Heathcote – was declared bankrupt.98 

Thomas was also charged with assault on more than one occasion, including assaulting a bailiff.99 All 

in all, it does not sound like a stable upbringing for James and his siblings. 

 

In July 1882, James purchased two adjacent quarter-acre sections in the Heathcote valley, on what 

would become Martindales Road.100 This land was bare and was purchased from the Hammerton 

 
94 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
Mermaid Passenger List, 1862, Christchurch City Libraries. 
95 “Sittings at Nisi Prius,” Press, 10 March 1868, 2. “Resident Magistrate’s Court,” Press, 26 August 1869, 2. 
“Supreme Court,” Globe, 12 April 1875, 2. “Magistrates’ Courts,” Press, 26 November 1877, 3. 
96 “News of the Day,” Press, 9 March 1875, 2. 
97 “Magisterial,” Lyttelton Times, 14 June 1876, 3. 
98 “Advertisements,” Press, 9 January 1878, 1. 
99 “Magistrates’ Courts,” Press, 26 November 1877, 3. “Magisterial,” Globe, 14 April 1882, 3. 
100 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C5 – 3005 to 3766 – Rural Sections Register, 224 (c.1860) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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subdivision, a township formed by Isaac Cookson from Rural Section 271.101 James was just 21 at this 

stage, and the source of his funds is not known, particularly seeing as the land was purchased without 

a mortgage.102 The physical fabric of the house built there (at what would become 61 Martindales 

Road) indicates that it was built shortly after James bought the land. The windows on the front of the 

house did not have horns, and the bricks used in the fireplaces and chimneys ceased to be made in 

1884.103 While most houses built after 1880 did not have horns on the windows, this earlier form did 

persist into the 1880s, and is presumed to have been cheaper than the horned equivalent. This, then, 

suggests that the house was built between 1882 and 1884. At this time, James was working as a 

labourer, an unskilled working-class occupation, much like that of James Allsop and Joseph Francis in 

the Avon loop.104 

 

The house that James built was, from the outside, not at all dissimilar to that which Jabez and Lizzie 

Palmer built (Figure 5-17). Perhaps, though, Harriett and Joseph Francis’s Cora Villa in Oxford Terrace 

is a more apt comparison (see Chapter 4). Like Cora Villa, James’s house (probably known as Esperanza 

– see below) had a veranda, pairs of sash windows and fan and sidelights around the front door. At 

90.2 m2, however, James’s house was bigger than either the Palmers’s or the Francis’s house, being 

nearly a third bigger than Cora Villa. In addition, the front door and windows at Esperanza sat in 

moulded frames, but it only had two fireplaces to Cora Villa’s four, and a cottage layout rather a villa 

layout (Figure 5-18). This puts into perspective some of the decisions made by these builders, in terms 

of where to spend and where to save money, and what mattered most to them, with James clearly 

emphasising size and living space over a layout that added little in practical terms. And it is the size of 

this house that particularly intrigues, given that he was unmarried and childless at the time he built it. 

The possibility that James did not live there, but rented it out, cannot be discounted, as historical 

records for the Heathcote valley in the nineteenth century mean that it is not possible to prove 

whether or not James was living in this house, or renting it out. But he was certainly living in Heathcote 

and owned the land, and he did not place any advertisements offering a house for rent. Another 

 
101 Hammerton is variously described in the sale advertisements as a ‘township’ and a ‘village’ and consisted 
predominantly of quarter-acre sections. It is tempting to wonder to what extent this was an attempt to create 
a suburban settlement on the outskirts of Christchurch, reflecting the desire of Victorians to escape the city. 
Certainly, the early advertisements for the sections noted its proximity to the new railway. Canterbury Land 
District Deeds Index – C1 – 1 to 750 – Rural Sections Register, 220 (c.1853) CH 1032, Archives New Zealand, 
Christchurch. Deeds Register Plan 321, Canterbury, 1866, Land Information New Zealand. “Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 9 May 1863, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 6 October 1863, 5. 
102 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C5. 
103 M. Hennessey, pers. comm. Using bricks to date house construction is not an exact science as bricks could 
be reused. Further, stockpiles of a defunct brick-making firm might have been sold for some time after it went 
out of business. 
104 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Heathcote), 1883-84, 4. 
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possibility is that James’s parents and/or siblings lived with him, particularly given his father’s parlous 

financial situation in the early 1880s. 

 

 

Figure 5-17. The street-facing (north) elevation of Esperanza. the house at 61 Martindales Road. The veranda 

was not original, but scarring in the concrete render that covered the weatherboards indicated that there had 

been a veranda originally, with a concave roof. The door was not original and the sidelights had been modified, 

probably when the door was replaced. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 5-18. The floor plan of Esperanza. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Room 3 the kitchen and 

Rooms 4, 5 and 6 were bedrooms. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

The house had six rooms, three of which were bedrooms (Figure 5-18). All the rooms were lined with 

rough-sawn boards on the walls and match-lining on the ceilings, and the kitchen and hall both had 
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wainscoting. The only ceiling rose was a wooden one in the kitchen, of identical design to those found 

in one of the Avon loop houses in my sample (Figure 5-19).105 The perforated form of this indicates 

that it was intended for ventilation rather than simply for decoration. There was no scope for a hall 

arch, and no ceiling cornices or plinth blocks. 

 

 

Figure 5-19. The plain wooden ceiling rose in the kitchen. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 

In November 1891, James married Jessie Macdonald, the daughter of a gardener who lived in Melrose 

Street (a street very similar in nature to Beveridge Street and those in the Avon loop).106 By this stage, 

James was described as an engineer and had purchased a quarter-acre section next to the land he 

already owned in Martindales Road (taking out a mortgage at the time).107 On the occasion of his 

marriage, he was presented with “a plate glass over-mantel by the members of the Wesleyan Church 

and the residents, and an inkstand by the scholars of the Sunday school,” an indication not just of his 

religious affiliations but also the esteem with which he was held in the Heathcote valley.108 I like to 

imagine the plate glass over-mantel – a mirror designed to go above a mantelpiece – above the fire in 

the parlour in Esperanza (Figure 5-20). The marriage was followed by the birth of a succession of 

 
105 36 Bangor Street, built in 1896. 
106 “Marriages,” Press, 7 November 1891, 4. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1890-91, 116. 
107 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1890-91, 221. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C5. 
108 “News of the Day,” Press, 5 November 1891, 4. 
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children, four boys, between 1893 and 1898 – the last of these, Arthur, was given the middle name 

‘Heathcote’, indicating the couple’s affiliation with the area.109 One of these boys would be killed in 

World War I and another awarded the Military Cross.110 

 

 

Figure 5-20. The fireplace in the parlour above which the plate glass overmantel might have sat, following 

James and Jessie’s marriage. The coal register is not original. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology).  

 

In 1902, James sold all his land in Martindales Road (having only ever built the one house on it).111 This 

sale coincides with his appointment as the engineer-in-charge at the Heathcote pumping station. The 

Weir family lived at the pumping station from this time.112 While information about James’s 

community involvement during his life was difficult to establish from newspaper articles (as there was 

more than one James Weir living in Christchurch at the time), his obituary indicated that he was a man 

who was heavily involved in the Heathcote valley.113 His particular interests were the local school and 

the church, and these came together in his role as Superintendent of the Methodist Sunday School, a 

position he held for many years.114 He was also a member of the local school committee for some 30 

years, chairing it for 12 of those. In addition, he was involved with the local tennis club, the Literary 

 
109 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/.  
110 “Obituary,” Press, 27 October 1919, 9. 
111 Certificate of title 203/295, Canterbury, 1902, Land Information New Zealand. 
112 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Lyttelton), 1903, 72. “Obituary,” Press, 27 October 1919, 9. 
113 “Obituary,” Press, 27 October 1919, 9. 
114 Ibid. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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and Debating Society, the Heathcote Club and the Heathcote Patriotic Committee.115 His service to 

the school was such that a memorial plaque to him was subsequently installed at the school.116 A far 

more sober and responsible life than his father’s. Jessie died in 1934, by which time she was living 

with one of her sons (Albert Heathcote).117 Her – much shorter – obituary focused on James (to the 

extent that her first name was not even mentioned), although it did go so far as to say “Mrs Weir 

made many good friends while living in the valley, and every good cause had her wholehearted 

support.”118 No will or probate was found for either James or Jessie. 

 

The house that James built was plain on both the exterior and interior. Its decorative features were 

limited to moulding around the front door and windows and fan and sidelights around the former. 

Rather than spend money on unnecessary decoration, James had chosen to build a house of a 

reasonable size. Did James do so to perhaps house some of his siblings, or with an eye to the family 

he hoped to one day have, or was he simply thinking about what sort of house would be most 

marketable in the future? Or some combination of these things? It is difficult to know. One thing is 

clear, though – the 21-year-old James had access to sufficient funds to build what was a modest but 

spacious house, and one that would have been considered better than the cottages built in the Avon 

loop. It also hints at James’s commitment to the Heathcote valley – he clearly saw no need to rush off 

to the bright lights of the central city (and land was no doubt cheaper in the Heathcote). This 

commitment is echoed by his involvement in the local community, and is one that Jessie came to 

share. 

 

5.1.4. A builder’s houses: when you build a speculative house next door to your own 

house119 

Ellen and William Bowen’s modest ordinary house belies their success in Christchurch. The house they 

built was a relatively plain one, and not so very different on the exterior from that of James Weir. It 

was, however, quite different on the interior, being bigger and much more ornately decorated than 

James’s house. In fact, its internal decoration was much more on a par with that of Margaret and 

William Hargreaves’s house in Gloucester Street. Of particular interest about Ellen and William’s house 

 
115 Ibid. 
116 “Lyttelton News,” Press, 20 June 1921, 12. 
117 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1928, 245. “Deaths,” Press, 11 October 1934, 1. 
118 “Deaths,” Press, 11 October 1934, 1. 
119 For a variation on this theme, see the story of Annie and William Twyneham in Chapter 6. Alfred and Mary 
Foster’s story (Chapter 4) is another variation on this theme, as are the houses that Peter Hyndman built in 
Colombo Street (mentioned in Chapter 2). It is also possible that the Allsops, Hardies and Oppenheims had 
intended to do the same thing (see Chapter 4). 
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is that they built a second house next door a couple of years later. This was built speculatively, and 

the similarities and differences between the two are intriguing. Both houses are discussed in this 

section, although the Bowens’ own house (at 441 Madras Street) is the main focus. 

 

William Henry Bowen was a builder – although, by today’s standards he was what would be called a 

building contractor. He had begun his working life in Christchurch in 1873, initially as a bricklayer, with 

the transition to builder coming in the mid-1890s, at about the time he and Ellen built their house in 

Madras Street (at which point he was working on his own account).120 Ellen (née Cox) and William 

married in 1876, in New Zealand.121 By the early 1880s at least, they were living in Moa Place and they 

would remain there until William purchased a section in Madras Street in 1891 (as discussed in 

Chapter 4, Moa Place was a street with a working class character, and many of their neighbours were 

labourers and gardeners).122 Throughout this period, there is little mention of Ellen or William in the 

newspapers, although William did break his leg when he fell from scaffolding while working on the 

Rhodes Convalescent Home.123 By 1891, the couple had had seven children, six of whom survived 

(three boys and three girls, aged 1 to 12).124 The section that William bought was just shy of a quarter-

acre and located on the west side of Madras Street, in the suburb of St Albans and not that far from 

the city centre.125 John Wilson describes St Albans as becoming home to a number of “villa” suburbs 

in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (no doubt spurred by the Church Property 

Trustees selling off much of the land it owned in the area).126 Ellen and William’s house was part of 

this wave of construction. William took out a mortgage against the section in April 1892, and almost 

immediately transferred the property into Ellen’s name, although why is not clear (the mortgage 

remained in William’s name and thus the house would not have been protected if William went 

bankrupt).127 By 1893, the family were living in the house at 441 Madras Street.128 In this same year, 

Ellen signed the women’s suffrage petition, one of the few women in my sample to do so.129 Her 

 
120 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 89. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 8 October 1909, 3. 
“City Improvements,” Star (Christchurch), 12 February 1891, 3. 
121 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
122 Certificate of title 147/38, Canterbury, 1891, Land Information New Zealand. Wise’s New Zealand Post 
Office Directory, 1883-84, 78; 1890-91, 114. 
123 “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 26 February 1886: 3. 
124 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
125 Certificate of title 147/38. 
126 Wilson, “Contextual Historical Overview,” 157. J. P. Morrison, The Evolution of a City: The Story of the 
Growth of the City and Suburbs of Christchurch, the Capital of Canterbury, in the Years from 1850 to 1903 
(Christchurch: Christchurch City Council, 1948), 72. 
127 Certificate of title 147/38. 
128 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1893, 25. 
129 “Women's suffrage petition,” New Zealand History, last modified 13 March 2018, 
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/womens-suffrage/petition.  

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://nzhistory.govt.nz/politics/womens-suffrage/petition
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youngest son was also born in this year, bringing the total number of children to eight (three girls and 

five boys).130 

 

From the exterior, Ellen and William’s house was a modest one, with little to distinguish it from other 

standard villas (Figure 5-21). It had a veranda, a slightly recessed doorway, fan and sidelights and 

Chicago windows, which was a somewhat unusual window type within my sample. The most unusual 

feature about its exterior, though, was one that would only have been visible once you were at the 

front door: a tiled doorstep (Figure 5-22).131 This featured what appears to be a central figure, with 

two symbols on either side. Quite what it means or was intended to represent is a mystery. 

 

 

Figure 5-21. The street-facing (east) elevation of the house at 441 Madras Street. The only modifications to 

this elevation were the replacement of the front door in the early twentieth century (the fan- and sidelights 

were replaced at the same time) and covering the original weatherboards with plaster. 

 

 
130 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
131 Only one other house in my sample had a tiled doorstep (32c Glandovey Road). 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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Figure 5-22. The tiled front doorstep, 441 Madras Street. 

 

Inside, however, the house was quite richly decorated, making it the antithesis of the houses in the 

Avon loop. In part, it must be acknowledged, this was evident because the original fireplaces and 

surrounds remained, which was not common in the houses in my sample. But it was not just the 

fireplaces. The hall (Room 1 on Figure 5-23) had a decorative hall arch with ceiling cornices and ceiling 

roses (removed) either side, along with relatively ornate wainscoting (Figure 5-24). The parlour (Room 

2), dining room (Room 3) and the master bedroom (Room 8) all also had ceiling roses and cornices, 

while a second bedroom (Room 7) just had a ceiling rose. The relative ornateness of these ceiling roses 

varied with the status of the rooms, as did the fireplaces (Figure 5-25 and Figure 5-26). It is this scale 

of ornateness that has led to the identification of the room functions, on the basis of the norms at the 

time, whereby the parlour would be the most decorative room.132 The fireplace in the dining room 

was particularly distinctive, as the coal register featured a bust of Henry Morton Stanley, with “THE 

CONGO” impressed behind the grate below. The difference between the mantelpiece in the parlour 

and the others in the house highlighted the importance of the parlour as the site of entertainment 

and display. No doubt the room was also richly furnished and decorated, to create a suitably 

impressive space for receiving guests. All the rooms were lined with lath and plaster, but there were 

no plinth blocks. The heights of the skirting boards did not follow the same pattern of relative 

ornateness observed in the other internal decoration: those in the hall were highest, followed by those 

 
132 Thad Logan, The Victorian Parlour (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 27. Petersen, New 
Zealanders at Home, 10. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 154. Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 137. 
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in the master bedroom, then the parlour, and then gradually decreasing through the remainder of the 

house. 

 

 

Figure 5-23. The layout, 441 Madras Street. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Room 3 the dining room, 

Room 4 the kitchen and Rooms 5, 6, 7 and 8 were probably all bedrooms, with Room 8 the master bedroom. 

Not to scale. Source: Rosie Geary Nichol (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 5-24. Looking down the hallway from the front door, showing the wainscoting, the hall arch and the 

ceiling cornices. 
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Figure 5-25. The ceiling roses. Clockwise from top left: the parlour, the master bedroom, the second bedroom 

and the dining room. 
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Figure 5-26. The fireplaces. Top: drawing room. Middle: dining room. Bottom: bedroom (Room 7). None of 

the coal registers or mantelpieces remained in situ at the time of recording. They had been removed in order 

to salvage them prior to demolition, whether by the demolition company or by the home owners. 
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The house had eight rooms when built, and its layout was a curious combination of the cottage and 

villa layouts: the hall ended at the kitchen, as in the cottage layout, but four rooms opened off the hall 

between the front door and the kitchen. Two small rooms, probably bedrooms, opened off the 

kitchen. One of these had a ceiling rose, indicating that it was accorded some status, although the 

room itself was significantly smaller than the two bedrooms that opened off the hall, and its position 

within the house (and opening off the kitchen) indicated that it was a lower status room. The 

combination of a cottage and villa layout was an unusual one, and not recorded in any of the other 

houses in my sample. It maximised the space available for the kitchen (which might have been 

particularly important in the absence of a scullery or pantry), whilst retaining the essential position of 

the hall, and its control of access. The size of their family may explain Ellen and William’s decision to 

have bedrooms instead of a pantry, scullery or bathroom. 

 

A 1912 sale notice for both the house and its contents reveals more about the property and its 

contents, even if no information about the room functions is provided (Figure 5-27).133 Most 

importantly, it indicates that Ellen and William also owned the section immediately to the south, giving 

them a spacious half-acre for their house and family, and the space to cater to all their transport 

requirements. For, by 1912, the Bowens had stables, a shed for a carriage and a “motor-shed” (i.e. a 

garage).134 This suggests, too, that they were relatively early adopters of the motor car. In addition, 

they kept chickens, suggesting that they made the most of their half-acre – or, in fact, that half an acre 

was quite necessary. The contents of the house were fairly standard (but compare this to what the 

Oppenheims sold – see Chapter 4), and included a hall stand, a piano and an organ, various 

overmantels, dining chairs for six, a sideboard with a mirror, palm trees, books and bookcases, a Foley 

China dinner set and a surprising eight “mirror panel wardrobes.”135 The sale also included two 

paintings by one of Ellen and William’s daughters.136 

 

 
133 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 21 September 1912, 20. 
134 Ibid. 
135 Ibid. 
136 Ibid. 
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Figure 5-27. The sale of Ellen and William’s home and contents, 1912. Source: “Advertisements,” Lyttelton 

Times, 21 September 1912, 20. 
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Life in Madras Street seems to have suited William in particular, and his business, political and 

community involvement from this time on is significant. How – or even if – it might have changed 

Ellen’s circumstances is not clear. There is no evidence to suggest whether or not she might have 

employed servants, and the layout of the house indicates that there was no live-in servant, at least at 

the time of construction. It is possible that, like William, she was involved in the local Methodist 

church, but there is no particular evidence to suggest this. Given William’s business, it is reasonable 

to assume that he had connections with the industry that may have reduced the cost of its 

construction. Not long after the house was complete, he was working on his own, and then he went 

into business with Albert Palmer (not known to be a relation of Jabez Palmer’s), but this was short-

lived.137 After this partnership was dissolved, William went out on his own again, and was highly 

successful, taking on numerous contracts for an extensive range of buildings, including: the nurses’ 

home (1894) and the Hyman Marks ward (1896) at the Christchurch Hospital; the biology laboratory 

for Canterbury College (1895); part of the cathedral (1900); Warner’s Hotel (1901); the city destructor 

(1901); the new Theatre Royal (1906); and the Express Company building (1907). 138 In two instances, 

William built hotels designed by J. C. Maddison, architect of Cora Villa (Chapter 4) and Cotswold House 

(Chapter 6).139 One of these was the Masonic Hotel, built to replace the Central Hotel, which John Snell 

salvaged material from when it was demolished and subsequently used some in his own house 

(mentioned in Chapter 2). In a further demonstration of what a small city nineteenth century 

Christchurch was, the Central/Masonic Hotel was owned by Edwards Hiorns, owner of Linwood House 

(Chapter 3) in the 1890s.140 

 

Just as William’s business was getting underway, Ellen and William built a second house next door to 

their own.141 Ellen purchased the section to the north (which would become 443 Madras Street) in 

October 1895, transferring it to William in February the following year. William sold it to John Curtis 

 
137 “Drainage Board,” Star (Christchurch), 5 April 1893, 3. “Canterbury College,” Press, 27 June 1893, 3. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 5 February 1894, 1. 
138 “The Nurses’ Home,” Star (Christchurch), 19 April 1894, 3. “The Hyman Marks Ward,” Star (Christchurch), 10 
September 1897, 6. “Board of Governors,” Star (Christchurch), 26 March 1895, 4. “Christchurch Cathedral,” 
Press, 21 December 1901, 3. “Warner’s Hotel,” Lyttelton Times, 2 March 1901, 8. “Local and General,” Star 
(Christchurch), 23 August 1901, 3. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 8 October 1909, 3. “The Express Company’s 
Buildings”, Lyttelton Times, 20 March 1907, 8. 
139 “City Improvements,” Press, 28 August 1897, 8. “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 3 September 1902, 7. 
140 “City Improvements,” Press, 28 August 1897, 8. Certificate of title 138/204, Canterbury, 1889, Land 
Information New Zealand. 
141 Two other builders in my sample did the same thing: Peter Hyndman (855 and 857 Colombo Street) and 
William Twyneham (327 and 329 Cambridge Terrace). Both the Colombo Street houses are in my sample, but 
only one of the Cambridge Terrace houses is. This is discussed in Chapter 6. 
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just days later.142 That same year, John and his wife, Caroline, were living next door to the Bowens.143 

This sequence of events suggests that this was a speculative build on the part of the Bowens (but there 

is also the possibility that the Curtises commissioned their next-door neighbour to build their house). 

As noted above, I find the similarities and differences between the two houses – one built for a specific 

family, one built for the market – fascinating. Although the exact reasons for these patterns cannot be 

known now, it is possible to arrive at some theories, given an understanding of the broader context. 

 

Like the house at 441 Madras Street, that at 443 Madras Street was a standard villa, but the two 

houses were quite different in appearance. Rather than being driven specifically by the market, it is 

possible that Ellen and William deliberately chose a very different appearance for the house at 443 

Madras Street to ensure that the next-door neighbour’s house did not look identical to their own.144 

The house at 443 Madras Street did not have a veranda, but did have two bay windows on its street-

facing elevation, and a third on the north elevation (Figure 5-28 and Figure 5-29). All three had the 

same Chicago windows as Ellen and William’s house (compare these generously proportioned bay 

windows to those on Margaret and William Hargreaves’s house (section 5.1.1)). These bay windows 

had had brackets originally, and there were eaves brackets below the roof on all four elevations. The 

original front door had been removed, but it is likely that it had fan and sidelights. The bay window on 

the north elevation, however, does indicate quite a departure – and, from a twenty-first century 

perspective, this would have seemed like a welcome one, allowing as it did, more light into the room 

in question (almost all the side/rear rooms in my sample had just one window – although this might 

have helped with heat retention, these rooms would have been dark by today’s standards). The house 

at 443 Madras Street is not the only one in my sample with a bay window on a side elevation, but it 

was by no means common. There is no particular pattern to the distribution of these side bay 

windows, but it would have added to the cost of the build in a way that many are likely to have 

considered ‘unnecessary’ (being inconsistent with the general focus on the front of the house when it 

came to decorative features). Thus it is perhaps less surprising to find them on houses such as those 

at 10 Parlane Street and 142 Avonside Drive, both of which are discussed in Chapter 6. 

 

 
142 Certificate of title 144/91, Canterbury, 1890, Land Information New Zealand. 
143 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1896-97, 186. 
144 Peter Hyndman (Chapter 2) and Annie and William Twyneham (Chapter 6), however, took slightly different 
approaches, with Annie and William building two identical houses and Peter doing the same, although in this 
case, one was slightly (but noticeably) bigger than the other. Unsurprisingly, Peter lived in the larger of the 
two. 
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Figure 5-28. The street-facing (east) elevation, 443 Madras Street. It was not possible to get a photograph of 

the full elevation due to the presence of a shed at the right of this image (the corner of this is just visible). 

There was a second bay window to the right of the central bay. This bay is an early twentieth century addition, 

and the bay windows were re-roofed at the same time and their original decorative features removed. Source: 

K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 5-29. The bay window on the north elevation, 443 Madras Street. The two street-facing bay windows 

would originally have looked like this. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Inside, the house at 443 Madras Street had a standard villa layout, with a return hall (Figure 5-30). It 

had one more room than its next-door neighbour, and a greater range of service rooms. The question 

of room function is an interesting one in this house, for Ellen and William may well have had quite 

different functions in mind for each of the rooms than Caroline and John Curtis used them for. When 

building a rental, or a speculative build, it is likely that the builder selected a fairly generic layout, 

which was certainly the case here. Given that Caroline and John had just one twenty-year-old son 

when they moved into the house, they would have had a good deal of flexibility about how they used 

the rooms. The four main rooms were all of roughly similar size, although their decoration varied. 

Room 2 had both a ceiling rose and cornice, suggesting it was the parlour. The other front room (Room 

9) also had a ceiling cornice and may once have had a ceiling rose too, and the hall had both, along 

with a decorative hall arch. Room 8 also had a ceiling rose. There were plinth blocks on the doorways 

in each of these rooms. None of the fireplaces remained in situ and thus these cannot be compared 

with those that remained next door. The ceiling roses, however, were broadly similar (Figure 5-31). 

The service rooms included a servant’s bedroom (Room 7). Like most of the front rooms, this had a 

ceiling rose, but the room’s size and location indicate that it is unlikely to have been intended to be a 

family bedroom. And yet, when Caroline advertised for a servant in 1910, the advertisement noted 

that the servant was to “sleep at home.”145 The other rooms in the service area were the kitchen 

(Room 4), a pantry/scullery (Room 5) and a bathroom (Room 6). None of these rooms had ceiling roses 

and, unlike the other rooms in the house, there were no plinth blocks at the base of the door architrave 

inside the two smallest rooms, a small signalling of the lesser status of these rooms.146  

 

 
145 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 20 August 1910, 10. 
146 It is unlikely that the back bedroom or the kitchen had plinth blocks on the interior either, but this detail 
was not recorded in the case of the former and the original doorway to the latter had been removed. 
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Figure 5-30. The floor plan, 443 Madras Street. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Room 4 the kitchen, 

Room 5 was probably a scullery or pantry and Room 6 was the bathroom (there was a soil pipe outside it). 

Rooms 3 and 7 were bedrooms, and one of Rooms 8 and 9 would have been a bedroom, and the other was 

probably a dining room (but could also have been a breakfast or morning room). Not to scale. Source: K. Webb 

(Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 5-31. The ceiling roses. Clockwise from top left: the parlour, Room 8, the back bedroom and Room 9. 

The ceiling roses in the parlour and Room 8 were all but identical, the outer bands being somewhat different. 

Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The house at 443 Madras Street cannot be said to have been more or less decorative on the interior 

than that at 441 Madras Street. It could be argued that the exterior was, but who is to say if bay 

windows were more decorative than a veranda? There is no evidence from my data to suggest that 

one was of higher status than the other, or to suggest the reasons why people chose one or the other. 

There is perhaps an argument to be made that bay windows were stretching out into the world, and 

somehow breaking down something of the barrier between the house and the world at large, whereas 

a veranda was a liminal space, acting as a zone of transition between the two. Both arguments have 

been made by others, particularly with reference to the veranda.147 To what extent the veranda was 

 
147 Ian Bentley expresses the idea that the bay window stretched out into the world, while Bernice McPherson 
and Sara Mills discuss the liminal, or in-between, nature of the veranda. Ian Bentley, “The Owner Makes His 
Mark: Choice and Adaptation,” in Dunroamin: The Suburban Semi and Its Enemies, ed. Paul Oliver, Ian Bentley 
and Ian Davis (London: Pimlico, 1981), 145. Bernice McPherson, “The Verandah as a Feminine Site in Australian 
Memory,” in Strange Women: Essays in Art and Gender, ed. Jeanette Hoorn (Melbourne: Melbourne University 
Press, 1994), 69. Sara Mills, Gender and Colonial Space (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2005), 106. 
Margaret Purser, “The View from the Verandah: Levuka Bungalows and the Transformation of Settler 
Identities in Later Colonialism,” International Journal of Historical Archaeology 7, no. 4 (2003), 309-310. 
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actually used as a space or room in New Zealand in the nineteenth century is not known.148 

Photographs show families posing on them, but they do not seem to have occupied the same cultural 

space as the porch or veranda in the southern United States or Australia, both hotter climates, where 

it was a necessary cool space.149 

 

To return to Ellen and William. Not only did business success follow settlement in Madras Street for 

William, he also quickly became involved in a range of other activities. The causal relationship here is 

perhaps more likely to have been between business ownership (and success) and these activities, 

rather than between home ownership in Madras Street and the activities, as there was no particular 

geographic focus to his involvements. The chief focus of his energies were rowing, the church – 

Methodist150 – and the Builders’ and Contractors’ Association (which was very much a work-related 

activity). William rowed himself, and was also involved in the administration of the Christchurch 

Amateur Rowing Club.151 His chief church involvement was, like James Weir of 61 Martindales Road, 

with Methodist Sunday schools, and it seems likely that the two men would have known each other.152 

At the same time, William was involved in the administration of the Builders’ and Contractors’ 

Association for a number of years, appearing before the Conciliation Board in this role and 

representing Canterbury at the Federated Council of Builders.153 In addition to this, he was involved 

with the organisation of the Industrial Exhibition (as was Thomas Horsley; see Chapter 6), a Justice of 

the Peace, and became involved in the Edgeware Bowling Club when it was formed.154 Like William 

Hargreaves, he must barely have been at home and it has to be hoped that Ellen had some help with 

the children – in the absence of any evidence of servants, perhaps the older children assisted in this 

 
148 Frederick de Jersey Clere, a prominent New Zealand architect, wrote in 1916 that the veranda had recently 
started to be used as something akin to a room (for afternoon tea and, in warmer areas, sleeping), suggesting 
that it was not commonly used as such in the nineteenth century. Frederick de Jersey Clere, “Domestic 
Architecture in New Zealand (1916),” in New Dreamland: Writing New Zealand Architecture, ed. Douglas Lloyd 
Jenkins (Auckland: Random House, 2005), 51. 
149 Helen Gregory, “Lifestyle,” in The Queensland House: A Roof Over Our Heads, ed. Rod Fisher and Brian 
Crozier (South Brisbane: Queensland Museum, 1994), 5-7. David Gobel, “Porch, Piazza, and Place: Thoughts on 
the Classical Tradition in the Architecture of the South,” The Classicist, no. 13 (2016), 47. McPherson, “The 
Verandah as a Feminine Site.” 
150 Lyndon Fraser notes that there was quite a concentration of Methodists in this part of the city and perhaps 
this contributed to the appeal of the area for Ellen and William. Lyndon Fraser, To Tara Via Holyhead: Irish 
Catholic Immigrants in Nineteenth-Century Christchurch (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1997), 104. 
151 “Aquatic,” Lyttelton Times, 17 October 1901, 6. “Christchurch Amateur Rowing Club,” Press 5 September 
1903, 5. “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 2 October 1907, 2. 
152 “Sunday School Union,” Star (Christchurch), 18 February 1897, 4. “Methodist Sunday School Union,” Press, 
22 February 1899, 5. “Meeting of Societies,” Lyttelton Times, 21 February 1900, 6. 
153 “Meetings, Entertainments, etc,” Press, 29 July 1902, 6. “Work and Wages,” Star (Christchurch), 6 August 
1902: 3. “Work and Wages,” Lyttelton Times, 9 September 1902, 5. “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 11 
April 1907, 6. 
154 “The Industrial Exhibition,” Star (Christchurch), 28 May 1895, 2. “Commission of the Peace,” Star 
(Christchurch), 4 April 1906, 3. “Bowling,” Star (Christchurch), 16 Mach 1909, 4. 
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regard. While no advertisements for servants were found, in 1907 William did advertise for a boy to 

help with a horse and garden, perhaps at 441 Madras Street.155 It is probably fortunate that William’s 

(small-scale) political ambitions came to naught: he was nominated for the St Albans Borough Council 

three times in the 1890s but never made it onto the council.156 Perhaps it was the memory of these 

failures that subsequently led him to decline nominations to the Tramways Board and the Christchurch 

City Council.157 Even if ultimately unsuccessful, these nominations indicate the respect William’s 

contemporaries had for him. Madras Street obviously appealed to William, as he bought three other 

properties on the street – or perhaps it was merely proximity that made it suitable. One was a 6-room 

bay villa that was rented out, at 483 Madras Street.158 The others were two sections that remained 

bare at the time of his death, and were located between 441 and 483 Madras Street.159 William also 

owned his business premises, a quarter-acre section on Kilmore Street, near Manchester Street.160  

 

Perhaps my favourite detail about Ellen and William’s life in Madras Street is that, in early January 

1903, they hosted a fireworks display at the house.161 This was presumably on the section immediately 

to the south of the house. It was attended by a good number of local people, who enjoyed the display 

of “numerous rockets, Catherine wheels, coloured fires and set pieces” such that there was “a hearty 

vote of thanks” for William afterwards, and a number of people who attended “spoke highly of his 

kindness in providing so fine an entertainment for his neighbours.”162 The fireworks were made by 

Stokes and Bickerton, the latter being Richard Thomas Bickerton, son of the somewhat infamous 

Professor Bickerton.163 The senior Bickerton was a professor of chemistry at Canterbury College, and 

had a keen interest in fireworks, giving public lectures on them on several occasions.164 From 1893, 

his eldest son Alexander was involved in organising fireworks displays around the city, and Richard 

soon joined him in this enterprise.165 In 1899 Richard purchased the fireworks business of W. Stokes 

 
155 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 24 October 1907, 3. 
156 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 5 September 1894, 3. “St Albans,” Star (Christchurch), 19 September 
1894, 4. “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 13 December 1894, 3. “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 
26 December 1894, 5. “Municipal Elections,” Lyttelton Times, 30 August 1898, 5. “Municipal Elections,” Press, 
9 September 1898, 6. 
157 “Tramway Board,” Star (Christchurch), 5 January 1903, 3. “The Tramway Board,” Lyttelton Times, 21 January 
1903, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 21 April 1903, 1. “Municipal Elections,” Press, 31 March 1905, 5. 
158 “Advertisements,” Press, 28 February 1914, 20. 
159 “Advertisements,” Press, 8 December 1910, 12. 
160 “Advertisements,” Press, 2 March 1910, 11. 
161 “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 5 January 1903, 3. 
162 Ibid. 
163 Ibid. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 19 August 1899, 1. WarnerSaville, “Alexander William Bickerton 
professor,” Ancestry, accessed 16 July 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/106161332/person/140052978399/facts.  
164 “News of the Day,” Press, 21 March 1888, 4. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 25 February 1893, 1. 
165 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 6 November 1895, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 26 June 1897, 
1. “Advertisements,” Press, 16 December 1897, 1. WarnerSaville, “Alexander William Bickerton professor.” 
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and began to trade as Bickerton and Stokes.166  The company regularly put on public fireworks displays, 

but that at Ellen and William’s house was the only display at a private home found in the newspapers 

of the day – most took place either at the Wainoni commune or Lancaster Park.167 

 

As a result of all these activities (and no doubt also due to William’s business success), Ellen and 

William’s social position rose in the city. By the early twentieth century, their holidays were being 

reported on in the newspapers.168 So we know that, in December 1907, they took a holiday to Dunedin 

and, the following February, they spent some time in the Marlborough Sounds.169 In 1908, William 

travelled to England with one of his daughters, but not Ellen. Both William and his daughter were 

presented with gifts from the Canterbury Builders’ Association prior to their departure, and “the high 

esteem in which Mr Bowen is held by the builders of Christchurch” was noted.170 

 

In October 1909, William died, aged 57.171 He left an estate worth £9645.172 With the exception of the 

contents of the house at 441 Madras Street, everything was to be in trust for his wife, to enable her 

to continue to live at the house (the contents of the house were left directly to her).173 Nevertheless, 

the house was put on the market two years later, and the remainder of his estate gradually sold off.174 

In addition to his property, William also had shares in the Glenmore Brick Company (useful, perhaps, 

for a builder) and the Fisherton Land Company.175 Ellen died in 1913, leaving no will, and an estate of 

£200.176 

 

Like William Hargreaves, William Bowen was a busy and successful man, although clearly not in the 

same league, as their respective houses indicate. While both men and their wives built standard villas, 

the form these took indicates the flexibility and adaptability of this type. Margaret and William 

Hargreaves’s house was large and impressive, whereas Ellen and William’s is one that would not have 

 
166 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 19 August 1899, 1. 
167 For example, “Advertisements,” Press, 9 November 1899, 1. 
168 My experience researching nineteenth and early twentieth century newspapers indicates that the reporting 
of holidays, and visitors, was a phenomenon that started in the twentieth century. 
169 “Personal Items,” Press, 19 December 1907, 6. “Personal Items,” Press, 5 February 1908, 7. 
170 “Presentations,” Lyttelton Times, 16 April 1908, 8. 
171 “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 8 October 1909. 
172 William Henry Bowen Probate CH6780 (1909), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. By way of 
comparison, Jim McAloon observes that, before 1914, £10,000 was the equivalent of approximately $1 million 
in 1992. McAloon, No Idle Rich, 16. 
173 William Henry Bowen Probate. 
174 “Advertisements,” Press, 2 March 1910, 11. “Advertisements,” Press, 8 December 1910, 12. 
“Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 14 September 1912, 9. “Advertisements,” Press, 28 February 1914, 20. 
175 William Henry Bowen Probate. 
176 Ellen Cox Bowen Probate CH7934 (1923), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
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stood out in any way – on the exterior. That the interior was so richly decorated was at odds with the 

relatively standard exterior, and may indicate that stereotypical middle-class desire to fit in, but not 

to stand out, discussed in more detail below (section 5.2). A rare public fireworks display, though, 

suggests anything but a desire to blend in. The contrast between the interior and exterior of the house 

at 441 Madras Street seems to me to be critical to understanding how the Bowens saw their place in 

the world at that particular time in their lives. They built a fairly plain house that no one would have 

looked twice at, one that suggested little in the way of wealth or grandeur. To the casual passer-by, 

this house would have seemed modest. Those who entered the house – friends, family, business 

associates – would have seen a richly decorated interior, one that stands out within my sample for the 

level of decoration, if not the size of the rooms (although they were of a good size).177 The Bowens, 

then, were perhaps not trying to impress the world at large – in fact, quite the opposite – but may 

have been trying to impress those with whom they had personal relationships. This may have been 

particularly important as William Bowen set about making business and community connections. 

 

Of course, the two Williams were at different stages in their careers when they built these houses 

(albeit roughly the same age). William Hargreaves was, in 1879, an established businessman, whereas 

William Bowen was only just starting out as such, and had no public position at the time. It is likely, 

too, that he did not have quite the funds he would have later, or if he did, was concerned to conserve 

these, in light of both his young family and the fact that he was about to go into business (if, indeed, 

this was planned at the time of the house’s construction). This brings to mind Jim McAloon’s 

conclusion that the wealthy typically arrived early, arrived with money and had good connections.178 

William Hargreaves certainly did the former, and his brother’s earlier arrival, as well as his connections 

to the Fairhurst family, may have helped him in his new venture. I cannot help but wonder if, had Ellen 

and William Bowen built 10 years later, they might have built on quite a different scale. But they 

obviously saw no need to move, and the house must have continued to suit their needs. It may have 

been that careful planning on their part ensured this: as and when their children started to leave 

home, the back bedrooms would have suited nicely as servants’ bedrooms (although there may have 

been less requirement for servants once the children left home). 

 

As for the role of this house in Ellen and William’s lives, its construction coincided with a change in 

direction for William, as he went out into business on his own. Whether or not there was any actual 

relationship between these two events is difficult to say, and it is probably more likely the case that 

 
177 A scale floor plan was not drawn during the buildings recording, but an understanding of the relative size of 
the house was gained through the width and depth measurements from aerial photographs. 
178 McAloon, No Idle Rich, 173. 
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the timing represents the stage in life that Ellen and William had arrived at. Certainly, St Albans was a 

considerable step up from Moa Place, particularly given the spaciousness of their section there. It is 

possible that the strong Methodist community in St Albans attracted the Bowens to this area (as 

identified by Lyndon Fraser), or it may have been that the price of the land was right, and that its 

proximity to the city centre was desirable – or some combination of all these variables.179 

 

5.1.5. The ties that bind…and bind…and bind… 

To properly understand Prudence McClurg, Thomas McClurg, their lives in Christchurch and the house 

they built at 22 Bassett Street, it is necessary to understand their broader family context. Prudence 

was the daughter of Sarah Bassett, and was named for one of her aunts.180 Sarah was a Bassett by 

both birth and marriage, having married a relative, Thomas Bassett, in 1850.181 This Thomas had a 

grocery store in Downpatrick, in County Down, and both Sarah and her younger brother, Samuel 

Kennedy (known as Sam), worked in the store for a time.182 Another of the employees was David 

Morrow, who had married Prudence’s younger sister, Madeline.183 Sadly, Madeline died while giving 

birth to their first child.184 Quite when Thomas died is not clear but, if family lore is anything to go by, 

it is likely to have been before the mid-late 1860s, when Sarah is recorded as having sent David to 

New Zealand to sell some salt pork (if Thomas were still alive, it seems likely that he would have been 

the one doing the sending, not Sarah).185 G. R. Macdonald relates a slightly different version of events, 

recording that David left Ireland for Melbourne in 1863 and came to New Zealand in 1866, with no 

mention of salt pork.186 Both versions, however, indicate that David encouraged Sam at least to join 

him.187 Although this might have been the case, David was not the only member of the wider Bassett 

family who was living in New Zealand, and these other family members may well have provided some 

additional encouragement.188 

 

 
179 Fraser, To Tara Via Holyhead, 104. 
180 Kathryn Bassett and Jeff Bassett, “Family: Thomas Bassett / Sarah Bassett,” Bassett Family Association 
Database, accessed 19 July 2021, 
http://www.bassettbranches.org/tng/familychart.php?personID=I611&tree=34B.  
181 Ibid. John Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand: A Case Study of the Bassett Family,” Familia: Ulster 
Genealogical Review 5 (1998), 14. 
182 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 14-15. Bassett and Bassett, “Family: Thomas Bassett / Sarah 
Bassett.”. 
183 Ibid. 
184 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 14. 
185 Ibid.  
186 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” M648. 
187 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 15. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” M648. 
188 Downpatrick was in Ulster. The northeast of this province targeted by New Zealand immigration agents. 
Fraser, To Tara via Holyhead, 33. 

http://www.bassettbranches.org/tng/familychart.php?personID=I611&tree=34B
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In 1862, Edward (one of Prudence and Sam’s older brothers) and his wife Ann had immigrated to 

Auckland, eventually settling in Aratapu.189 Two years later, he was followed by his sister Margaret 

and her husband Thomas (who happened to be Ann’s brother), who would also settle in Aratapu.190 

Sam left Ireland in 1869, and Sarah not until 1875, although the firm that Sarah, Sam and David 

founded – Morrow, Bassett and Co. – was trading in Christchurch from 1866.191 G. R. Macdonald notes 

that this firm first sold hams (perhaps the salt pork?) and ironware.192 The first advertisement found 

for the business, however, makes no mention of hams, although there was quite an array of iron 

goods, from locks and nails, to tea and coffee pots, hip baths and cheese-toasters (Figure 5-32).193 Sam 

came to New Zealand with his wife, Elizabeth Robinson (née McClurg), and Prudence.194 By this time, 

Prudence was 15, and presumably the family felt there would be better opportunities for her in New 

Zealand. This party also travelled via Melbourne, but stopped there only briefly.195 In 1875, Sam 

travelled to the United States, to purchase the reapers and binders that would make Morrow, Bassett 

and Co. so successful.196 He returned to New Zealand via Ireland, where he collected Sarah and two of 

her children, William and Madeline.197 Prior to departure, Sarah sold a 2-acre section in Ballygawley, 

the shop and the 28-acre farm she ran (the shop and the farm were both inherited from her late 

husband).198 Thus, Sarah would have arrived in New Zealand with some money, the sale of the section 

having realised £127 (she had also received a bequest of £150 following her father’s death in 1870), 

and the farm no doubt sold for considerably more.199 She had presumably also invested funds in 

Morrow, Bassett and Co. in the 1860s. In 1880, the Morrow, Bassett and Co. partnership was dissolved, 

and the business was taken over by Thomas, Prudence’s younger brother.200 He retained the name, 

however, reflecting the success and reputation of that business. 

 

 
189 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 13. 
190 Ibid. 
191 Ibid., 14-15. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 October 1866, 3. 
192 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B207, M648. 
193 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 October 1866, 3. 
194 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 15. Kathryn Bassett and Jeff Bassett, “Family: Samuel Kennedy 
Bassett, Sr. / Elizabeth Robinson McClurg.” Bassett Family Association Database, accessed 19 July 2021, 
http://www.bassettbranches.org/tng/familychart.php?personID=I78&tree=34B. 
195 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 15. 
196 Ibid. 
197 Her eldest daughter, Ann, had married in 1872 and did not join the family’s migration to New Zealand. It is 
not clear when Thomas, b. 1859, arrived. Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 15. “Shipping,” Lyttelton 
Times, 2 August 1875, 2. Bassett and Bassett, “Family: Thomas Bassett / Sarah Bassett. 
198 Bassett, “Family Migration to New Zealand,” 15. 
199 Ibid. 
200 “Advertisements,” Press, 4 December 1880, 3. 
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Figure 5-32. The first sale advertisement (1866) located for the business of David Morrow, Sam Bassett and 

Sarah Bassett, which sold an array of metal goods. Source: “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 October 

1866, 3. 

 

More of the family were still to arrive in New Zealand. In 1884, James McClurg, a cousin of Sam’s wife 

Elizabeth arrived, followed by two of Sam’s nephews, William and another Samuel Kennedy Bassett.201 

This pattern is consistent with a pattern of kinship migration that Lyndon Fraser identified amongst 

Irish immigrants coming to Christchurch.202 In amongst all the travels of this family, Prudence returned 

 
201 To further complicate matters, Sam also had a son called Samuel Kennedy. Bassett, “Family Migration to 
New Zealand,” 16. 
202 Fraser, To Tara Via Holyhead, 44. 
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to Ireland in 1886, and married Thomas McClurg there in 1887.203 Thomas was related to the Bassett 

family via Elizabeth, Sam’s wife.204 The couple returned to Christchurch shortly after this, and their 

first child was born in Avonside in June 1888.205 A year later, their second child – a third Samuel 

Kennedy – was born in Papakaio (just south of the Waitaki River), and their third child was born there 

in 1891.206 All three children, all of whom were boys, were given ‘Bassett’ as a middle name.207 Thomas 

was to farm at Papakaio for several years but by 1896, the family were back in Christchurch, living in 

Stanmore Road.208 The following year, Prudence purchased a 2-acre section in Burwood and the family 

would subsequently build and settle there, at what would become 22 Bassett Street.209 Burwood was 

an area settled relatively late by Europeans, due to the presence of sandhills there and the poor 

transport options.210 Prudence bought this land from her brother, William, who had bought it as part 

of a 39-acre section from George Hickman.211 When Hickman had purchased the land in 1893, he had 

taken out a mortgage against it with Sam.212 Upon her purchase, Prudence immediately mortgaged 

the section with Sam, and the family were living there shortly thereafter.213 By this time, Thomas was 

working for Morrow, Bassett and Co. and was somewhat fabulously described on the certificate of 

title as a “binder expert,” reflecting the firm’s focus on agricultural machinery.214 Amongst the binders 

that Thomas was expert in would have been McCormick’s reapers and binders, for which Morrow and 

Bassett had been the sole agents in New Zealand since 1878.215 That it was Prudence who purchased 

the section suggests that it was her money that was used to buy it (as does the fact that she was a 

wealthy woman when she died; see below). Given that there is no record of her taking on paid work 

(and her circumstances suggest it unlikely), it seems more likely that this was family money that she 

had been gifted or inherited. 

 

 
203 “Shipping,” Lyttelton Times, 18 May 1886, 4. “Marriage,” Lyttelton Times, 9 November 1887, 4. 
204 Bassett and Bassett, “Family: Samuel Kennedy Bassett, Sr. / Elizabeth Robinson McClurg.” 
205 “Birth,” Press, 16 June 1888, 4. “Obituary,” Press, 2 July 1930, 15. 
206 “Advertisements,” Press, 30 October 1889, 4. “Births, Deaths, Marriages,” Press, 28 December 1891, 3. 
207 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
208 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1896, 27. “Obituary,” Press, 2 July 1930, 15. 
209 Certificate of title 160/219, Canterbury, 1894, Land Information New Zealand. 
210 Morrison, The Evolution of a City, 7, 34. 
211 Certificate of title 160/219. 
212 Certificate of title 155/148, Canterbury, 1893, Land Information New Zealand. 
213 Certificate of title 160/219. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1898-99, 160. 
214 Certificate of title 160/219. 
215 Gordon Winder’s research has demonstrated how the McCormick reaper was a trans-national commodity, 
mostly made in the United States (where C. H. McCormick, its inventor, was from) but sold all around the 
world. New Zealand, and Canterbury, with its wheat boom from the 1870s, was a site of its production (under 
license by the Southern British Agricultural Works, more commonly known as P. and D. Duncan), sale and 
consumption. “Advertisements,” Press, 4 February 1878, 2. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 6 March 1895, 
1. Gordon M. Winder, “A Trans-National Machine on the World Stage: Representing McCormick’s Reaper 
through World’s Fairs, 1851–1902,” Journal of Historical Geography 33, no. 2 (2007), 352-376. 
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Visitors to Prudence and Thomas’s house would have entered the house via a charmingly decorated 

porch (Figure 5-33 and Figure 5-34). This house was in fact one of just a handful in my sample that had 

a porch, suggesting that these were not common features in nineteenth century Christchurch, with 

the veranda being preferred. This, then, would have made Prudence and Thomas’s house stand out a 

little from other standard villas, which otherwise tended to be quite similar. There was a veranda on 

the side of the house, which was also unusual. As it happened, this was the north elevation and thus 

well positioned to catch the sun. It is possible that the spacious section (on which the house was 

positioned quite centrally) facilitated this, as anyone using the veranda would not be looking straight 

into the neighbour’s house (although, with 2 acres of land, neighbours are unlikely to have been a 

problem). The porch roof was supported by moulded brackets, and the recessed doorway was 

panelled. The front doorway had heavy stop-chamfered mullions and transoms that separated it from 

the side and fanlights. There were no eaves brackets on this house, but there was eaves moulding on 

the front and side elevations. The bay windows on either side of the front door had Chicago windows 

and there was decorative panelling below the windows and horizontal moulding above, but none of 

the pediments seen at 443 Madras Street. 

 

 

Figure 5-33. The street-facing (west) elevation of the house at 22 Bassett Street. The veranda on the north 

elevation (at left) was original, but the front door was not. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 



254 
 

 

Figure 5-34. The front porch and front door, 22 Bassett Street. Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 

Inside, however, the house was relatively plain. There were no ceiling roses, ceiling cornices or plinth 

blocks and the original fireplaces had all been removed. There was no hall arch, either. Instead, the 

hall narrowed at the point where there might have been one, signalling the differentiation between 

the public front of the house and the private rear (Figure 5-35). The hall narrowed again where it 

returned at its internal end, as it changed from being merely private to being part of the service lean-

to at the rear of the house. The skirting boards in the front rooms were deeper than those in the rooms 

behind, but there was no difference between the depth of those in Rooms 3 and 7 and the service 

rooms to the rear. At 126.9 m2, the house was a good size, although below average for a middle-class 

house. It had a villa layout, with at least three and possibly four bedrooms. One of the putative 

bedrooms may have been a dining room (meaning that two of the three McClurg children would have 

shared a room). All the rooms in the main body of the house were lined with lath and plaster, as was 

Room 6 in the lean-to, leading to the conclusion that this was a bedroom. Given its position within the 

house, it is possible that this was intended to be a servant’s bedroom. Room 5, the small central room 

in the lean-to was lined with match-lining, indicating that it was a service room originally, whether a 
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pantry, scullery or bathroom. All the original linings had been removed from the original kitchen 

(Room 4).  

 

 

Figure 5-35. The floor plan, 22 Bassett Street. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 was the parlour, Room 4 the 

kitchen and Room 5 the pantry, scullery or bathroom. Rooms 3, 6, 7 and 8 may all have been bedrooms, 

although Rooms 3, 7 or 8 could have been a dining room. It is possible that Room 6 was a servant’s bedroom. 

Source: P. Mitchell (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Although from a family that appeared in the newspapers fairly regularly, neither Prudence nor Thomas 

did. As such, little is known of them or their lives, leading to the conclusion that they had little 

community involvement (and there was no mention of any in Thomas’s obituary – and Prudence did 

not warrant one). When Sarah died in 1912, she left the contents of her house to Prudence, and the 
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remainder of her £22,000 estate to her grandsons.216 Sarah, then, was rich by McAloon’s terms.217 So 

too was Sam, who died two years later, leaving an estate of about £30,000 (and leaving nothing to 

Prudence).218 The siblings had done extremely well for themselves. A considerable amount of Sarah’s 

estate was tied up in mortgages she held – these represented more than twice the value of the land 

she owned.219 Thomas died in 1930, and his probate has not been located.220 Prudence remained at 

the house and died seven years later, at the Limes Private Hospital.221 Her estate was worth over 

£7500.222 She left the house and contents to Arthur (the youngest of her sons), who was living at the 

house with her.223 The remainder of her estate was to be split between the three boys.224 Prudence, 

then, was a reasonably wealthy woman, perhaps thanks to gifts or inheritances from her family, and 

perhaps also due to savvy investments, if her mother’s situation was anything to go by. 

 

Perhaps the most curious thing about Prudence and Thomas’s house was that the pattern of 

decoration reflects that seen in the Avon loop. That is, exterior was considerably more decorative than 

the interior. This stands in contrast to the house built by Ellen and William Bowen at 441 Madras 

Street, which was just as decorative (if not more so) on the interior as the exterior. By background, 

Prudence would have been middle class (by New Zealand standards), although Thomas’s 

circumstances are less clear. The location of the house, set a good distance from the road on a large 

section in a sparsely populated suburb, makes the decision to have an unusual and relatively 

decorative exterior perhaps more surprising, given that only visitors to the house would have seen the 

exterior, not casual passers-by. The decorative exterior clearly appealed to Prudence and Thomas, and 

was equally clearly not designed to impress others. Does this also explain why the interior did not 

quite conform to the standards of the day? It seems likely that the McClurgs could have afforded to 

have an interior that was as richly decorated as the Bowens, but chose not to. An argument could be 

made that, unlike some of their contemporaries, Prudence and Thomas built more to suit themselves 

than to suit the norms of society. But the fact remains that, by and large, the house did conform to 

those norms, in its form and layout, the linings, and the convention of the reducing hall. The suburb 

 
216 The property Sarah owned at her death consisted of three sections at Marshlands (all farmed), a building 
site on the corner of Stanmore and River roads, and her own house, in Shirley. She did not have any 
commercial property at the time of her death, but owned some previously. Sarah Bassett Probate CH7731 
(1912), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 18 January 1913, 20. 
“Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 3 February 1913, 6. 
217 McAloon, No Idle Rich, 15. 
218 Samuel Kennedy Bassett Probate CH8298 (1914), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
219 Sarah Bassett Probate. 
220 “Obituary,” Press, 2 July 1930, 15. 
221 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Kaiapoi), 1935, 116. “Deaths,” Press, 6 May 1937, 1. 
222 Prudence McClurg Probate CH18867 (1937), CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
223 Ibid. 
224 Ibid. 
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they chose to live in was perhaps not that conventional, being not so popular as others in the city, but 

they had access to the land through their family connections and other members of the family lived 

nearby, in Shirley and Richmond. Further, buying in Burwood enabled them to buy a large section – 

perhaps they were keen gardeners? Or Thomas may have wished to retain some connection to the 

land, and run a few sheep or cows. 

 

What is particularly important about Prudence and Thomas’s house is the way it reveals how 

enmeshed they were in a larger family network. The house was financed with family money, partly 

that of Prudence’s own, but also through the mortgage from Sam. In addition, the land was purchased 

as a result of family connections. Their marriage and Thomas’s employment also came down to those 

connections and so too did their very presence in Christchurch. Their ties to the broader family 

network, and particularly to the Bassett family, can be seen not just in the house, but also in the names 

they gave their children. I cannot help but wonder how Thomas, who was part of the wider family 

through marriage (his own and Sam’s wife’s), felt about his position in it, whether he felt that he, too, 

was a Bassett, or if he always felt slightly on the outer, pushed away to a certain extent by the strength 

of his wife’s family. Even the street he and Prudence lived on became Bassett Street, not McClurg 

Street, and was thus named for her family, even though no one with the surname Bassett actually 

lived on the street. 

 

5.2. Blending in 

The standard villa was, by definition, a plain sort of house. Or modest, if you prefer. It simply did not 

present the range of decorative opportunities that a bay villa did. It could have a veranda (or porch), 

or not, and this could be decorated with moulded posts and brackets or a frieze, or not. Likewise, it 

could have bay windows, or not, and these too could be decorated. Then, there might be fan- and 

sidelights, eaves brackets, or rusticated weatherboards, or quoins. But that was really about it, on the 

exterior, and the reality is that many of the standard villas in my sample had neither bay windows nor 

verandas, which reduced the range of decorative opportunities.225 It also meant that there was little 

to distinguish between these houses. The overall air of plainness and modesty that these houses 

projected was compounded by the fact that most were symmetrical, or very nearly so. I suspect, too, 

that this is what led to Jeremy Salmond’s observation that nineteenth century Christchurch housing 

was typified by “orderly four-square houses in their grid-iron compartments”.226 The data to compare 

 
225 Eighteen of the 38 standard villas for which the information was available had a veranda, and nine of the 50 
for which this information was available had a bay window. 
226 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 89. 
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the domestic nineteenth century architecture of New Zealand’s cities does not exist, but my 

impression from visiting them is that Christchurch’s is significantly plainer than that found elsewhere 

in the country. This is hinted at, too, by the comparison of two very similar houses in Wellington and 

Christchurch, both built in 1908, but that in Wellington was more considerably more decorative.227 It 

is but a tiny sample, but the question is one that is worthy of further investigation. 

 

Daniel Maudlin found a high degree of similarity in the domestic architecture of the houses of the 

early nineteenth century Scottish settlers in Nova Scotia, who built houses that were very different 

from what they had left behind. Maudlin argues that these settlers turned to a different form of 

architecture partly in recognition of the way their social status had changed with migration, from 

tenant farmers to landowners. Further, the fact that they all built the same form of house (which was 

Classical in character) that was also very similar to what was already extant in Nova Scotia enabled 

them to better fit into colonial society there (at least at face value, for they kept many of their other 

cultural traditions).228 In a different context – the southeast of England between the two world wars 

– extensive suburbs of very similar houses were built by building companies, whether speculatively or 

with new owners selecting houses and their features from a pattern book. Paul Oliver has argued that 

the buyers of these houses appreciated the overwhelming similarities of their new homes, as it meant 

they immediately blended into the neighbourhood they had moved into: they did not stand out and 

were not ‘different.’ These suburbs were built at a time of huge change and uncertainty, coupled with 

the considerable internal migration of people, many of whom became home-owners for the first time 

when they bought in these suburbs, a context that is not that dissimilar to nineteenth century 

Christchurch.229 People moving to these suburbs were entering what felt like a new and foreign world 

to them. As Ian Davis notes in the original Dunroamin volume, the residents of these suburbs wanted 

to express their identity through their house and section, but not to the extent that this would “cause 

offence or isolate a family or house from the wider community, place or street.”230 Thus, they chose 

minor modifications and differences for their houses, ones that almost had to be looked for, so that 

an essential sameness was preserved. On the other hand, the difference of these houses from the 

 
227 Amanda Mulligan and Gareth Wright, ““Why Not Live There?” Two 1908 Houses in Addington and Hataitai,” 
in “The Raging Fury of Edwardian Ornamentation” Meets “a Virtual Frenzy of Stylism”: New Zealand 
Architecture in 1900s: A One Day Symposium, ed. Christine McCarthy (Wellington: Victoria University, 2019), 
70. 
228 Daniel Maudlin, “Architecture and Identity on the Edge of Empire: The Early Domestic Architecture of 
Scottish Settlers in Nova Scotia, Canada, 1800-1850,” Architectural History 50 (2007), 95-123. 
229 Paul Oliver, “Individualizing Dunroamin (1992),” in Built to Meet Needs: Cultural Issues in Vernacular 
Architecture, ed. Paul Oliver (Jordan Hill: Routledge Ltd, 2006), 337-339. 
230 Ian Davis, “A Celebration of Ambiguity: The Synthesis of Contrasting Values Held by Builders and House 
Purchasers,” in Dunroamin: The Suburban Semi and Its Enemies, ed. Paul Oliver, Ian Davis and Ian Bentley 
(London: Pimlico, 1981), 83. 
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ones they had left behind confirmed to them that this was a new venture and the beginning of a new 

life. It was something different, with all the exciting and terrifying connotations that held.231 In a similar 

vein, Gwendolyn Wright has argued that, for the middle class in the Victorian United States, houses 

were a key expression of individuality, and that the selection and placement of each individual 

element was the key means by which the owner expressed their identity.232 In this context, where 

Wright argues that individualism was particularly important, people wanted their houses to look 

different from those of their neighbours.233 John Archer has drawn similar conclusions about middle 

class houses in the United States in the nineteenth century in his work, noting also the importance of 

individuality in that context.234 

 

It is easy to imagine that mid-late nineteenth century migrants to Christchurch felt similarly to those 

who settled in England’s southeast between the wars, or the Scots in Nova Scotia. The decision to 

emigrate was one that required a certain amount of confidence, but must also have been tinged with 

trepidation. To arrive and find that the old social structures were in a state of flux, that it was possible 

to buy land and build a house and that the resulting houses looked entirely different from what they 

were familiar with must have provoked similarly conflicting emotions. In this context, where things 

were not the same as at home (wherever that may have been), building a house that was similar to 

one’s neighbours, or others on the street, would have heightened the sense of belonging to this new 

society. As Oliver observes, “pride of ownership and a sense of belonging that can be confirmed by 

appearances play a part in maintaining social stability.”235 

 

For some, the desired outcome would have been to take advantage of these opportunities but to do 

so in a way that meant they still fitted into the new society. Perhaps this was the essential 

characteristic of the standard villa builder in mid-late nineteenth century Christchurch: they wanted 

to blend in. They did not want to stand out, or to express their wealth in the way that a bay villa builder 

did (as analysed in the following chapter). Although, the Bowens and their fireworks. The symmetrical 

façade of these houses was an essential part of this blending in, having a homogenising effect.236 While 

it is possible to cast the experience of these migrants as similar to those of Oliver and Davis’s 

 
231 Oliver, “Individualizing Dunroamin,” 338. 
232 Gwendolyn Wright, Building the Dream: A Social History of Housing in America (Cambridge, Massachusetts: 
The MIT Press, 1983), 112. 
233 Wright, Building the Dream, 87. 
234 John Archer, Architecture and Suburbia: From English Villa to American Dream House, 1690-2000 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005), 183, 192. 203. 
235 Oliver, “Individualizing Dunroamin,” 345. 
236 Heather Burke, Meaning and Ideology in Historical Archaeology: Style, Social Identity, and Capitalism in an 
Australian Town (Boston: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 1999), 149. 
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Dunroamin residents, those twentieth century English suburbs consisted of streets and streets of very 

similar houses. Likewise, the houses of the early nineteenth century Scottish settlers of Nova Scotia 

were more similar than Christchurch’s standard villas. To what extent these standard villas typified a 

street or neighbourhood in Christchurch (or the city as a whole) cannot be ascertained from my 

sample, and is difficult to judge from photographic sources. Nor does this line of thinking satisfactorily 

explain why these houses should have been of particular appeal in Christchurch, although it is very 

tempting to link it to popular ideas about the city’s conservative nature, and its conservative past.237 

 

The interiors of these houses differed in as much as the interior of any Victorian houses did. All had a 

central hall, although this did not always extend right the way through the main body of the house. A 

standard villa could, and did, encompass a cottage or a villa layout (whereas the somewhat ‘better’ 

bay villa was only found to have a villa layout). Within the main part of the house, there were always 

at least four rooms, in addition to the aforementioned hall. In this, the layout was no different to that 

found in most cottages or, indeed, bay villas, demonstrating the pervasiveness of this floor plan.238 

While the layout might have been the same, the functions of the rooms varied according to the specific 

family, depending largely on its size – and, as demonstrated by the Hargreaves’s house, by whether 

the house was one- or two-storeyed. Service rooms and possibly another bedroom were in the lean-

to at the rear. It was here, in the lean-to, that most variation was found, in terms of the number, 

function and size of the rooms. Except at either end of the cost spectrum, the exterior of the standard 

villa gave little clue to the level of internal decoration, as exemplified by comparing the houses at 441 

Madras Street and 22 Bassett Street. The small standard villa built by the Fosters at 56 Bangor Street, 

with its single sash windows, and the large standard villa built by Margaret and William Hargreaves 

represent either end of this spectrum. 

 

These standard villas may all have been relatively similar on the exterior, but examining the lives of 

those who built them reveals a diversity of experience. There is one common thread, however: 

success. This stands in contrast to the Avon loop builders, several of whom went bankrupt and none 

of whom retained the house in question until their death. While the reasons for the latter vary, and 

original plan of the builders cannot be known, the fact remains that they moved on. Of the standard 

villa builders discussed here, only James Weir sold his house, when his new job came with 

 
237 Jim McAloon “Radical Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-
2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury University Press, 2000), 162. Katie 
Pickles, Christchurch Ruptures (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 2016), 65. Both authors provide a detailed 
insight into the city’s less than conservative past, with Pickles in particular considering how this developed in 
relation to the conservative elite. 
238 As discussed in the following chapter, more variation was found in the largest and most complex bay villas. 
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accommodation. The Palmers also moved on, but kept their house as a rental property. The other 

three couples did not, although Ellen and William Bowen might have been expected to in the face of 

William’s business success. Likewise, Margaret and William Hargreaves might have been expected to 

sell and move as their children left home (and William might have been expected to after Margaret’s 

death). They obviously felt no need to ‘downsize’. This suggests to me that these three couples built 

their homes intending to live out their days there, in contrast to those in the Avon loop, several of 

whom saw their house as a stepping stone to somewhere better. Further, these couples never saw a 

need to replace their standard villa with a ‘better’ bay villa, with its strong upper middle-class 

associations, although all could surely have afforded to. They did not, then, feel a need to display their 

success in that way. Which brings me back to the point about success. With the possible exception of 

the McClurgs, the standard villa builders discussed here were all successful and seem to have 

improved their lives as a result of migration to New Zealand. For the Bowens, the Hargreaveses and 

the Palmers, this success came through business ownership. The Bowens and the Palmers both 

combined business ownership with property ownership, to aid their success. James Weir’s success 

was not related so much to the acquisition of funds, but to career advancement, as he rose from 

labourer to engineer-in-charge of the Heathcote valley pumping station. And while the sum of money 

Lizzie Palmer accumulated was minimal compared to that of William Hargreaves, her family’s passage 

through the city – and the fact that the two would end up being near neighbours – was remarkable 

and is a testament to her hard work and business nous. For some of the men, success also came 

through their public roles, although William Bowen might have felt somewhat ambivalent about his 

failed political ambitions. And others – such as Thomas McClurg and Jabez Palmer – had very little 

community involvement. With the exception of Lizzie Palmer, the women did not have public roles, 

although it is clear that Margaret Hargreaves and Prudence McClurg both made critical financial 

contributions to the success of their families. The extent to which they were involved in making large 

financial decisions, however, is not clear.239 

 
239 In No Idle Rich, Jim McAloon documents that, although not common, it was not unusual for women to be 
involved in their husband’s financial and business decisions. McAloon, No Idle Rich, 78-81. 
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6. FANCY HOUSES: HOW TO MAKE IT BIG IN NINETEENTH 

CENTURY CHRISTCHURCH 

 

Symmetry was for the masses, asymmetry for the elite. It was not quite that simple, of course, but 

broadly speaking, this was true in Christchurch from the outset of European settlement.1 Initially, this 

took the form of the bay cottage, but by the early 1880s, this had evolved into the bay villa, the subject 

of this chapter. While bay villas were not, by definition, asymmetrical, all those in my sample were 

(Figure 6-1). To what extent this reflects broader patterns in Christchurch is not clear, but it is telling 

that most of the houses designed by Armson Collins – which were designed for the elite – were also 

asymmetrical. Those in my sample were typically built by people who had middle or upper middle-

class occupations.2 In combination with the discussion of standard villas in the preceding chapter, this 

suggests the pattern of elite houses being asymmetrical. Why this would have been the case is less 

immediately clear. Gwendolyn Wright and Heather Burke both very specifically link asymmetry to the 

expression of individuality, and perhaps that was also the case in Christchurch: those who built 

(asymmetrical) bay villas wanted to stand out from the crowd, or felt more comfortable doing so, due 

to their status and/or wealth, in contrast to those blending-in standard villa builders.3 Exploring the 

stories of five of the bay villa builders in my sample allows this question to be examined in more detail, 

as well as highlighting the variety within the bay villa form, and within the lives of those who built bay 

villas. 

 

 
1 While both Cracroft House and Linwood House were symmetrical, the other elite houses of the 1850s and 
1860s identified through historical photographs and heritage listings were mostly asymmetrical. For example, 
the houses of William Guise Brittan, A. C. Barker and C. A. Calvert, along with Okeover, Middleton and the St 
Michael’s parsonage. CCC, “Dwelling and Setting, Englefield – 230 Fitzgerald Avenue, Christchurch,” 
Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. CCC, “Former Dwelling and Setting, 
Okeover – 90 Ilam Road, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of 
Significance. CCC, “Former Dwelling and Setting, Middleton – 30 Acacia Avenue, 74 Middleton Road, 47a 
Arthur Street, Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance. 
Johannes C. Andersen, Old Christchurch in Picture and Story (Christchurch: Simpson & Williams, 1949), 418, 
435. 
2 Six were built by upper middle class couples, six by middle class couples and one was built by a couple whose 
occupational class was not possible to establish with certainty – see section 6.1.3. 
3 Heather Burke, Meaning and Ideology in Historical Archaeology: Style, Social Identity, and Capitalism in an 
Australian Town (Boston: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 1999), 149. Gwendolyn Wright, Building the 
Dream: A Social History of Housing in America (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1983), 112. 
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Figure 6-1. The bay villas in my sample. Clockwise from top left: 142 Avonside Drive, 10 Parlane Street, 37 

River Road, 109 River Road, 43 Swanns Road, 47 Waller Terrace, 34 Webb Street, 123 New Brighton Road, 85 

Hawford Road, 272 Gloucester Street, 270 Gloucester Street, 329 Cambridge Terrace and 448 Avonside Drive. 

Source: L. Tremlett, M. Hennessey, F. Bradley, K. Webb, C. Staniforth and J. Hughes. 
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6.1. Tales of fancy house builders 

As in the preceding chapters, the stories below are presented in the order in which the houses were 

built, starting with the oldest bay villa in my sample. The location of these houses is shown in Figure 

6-2. 

 

 

Figure 6-2. Central Christchurch and surrounds, showing the locations of the bay villas discussed below. 

Source: ArcGIS. 

 

6.1.1. A retirement home: the sort of house you build when you step back from affairs 

Let’s be clear from the outset: Sarah and Thomas Fisher were a very wealthy couple. Although I 

suspect it is unlikely that they would have wanted to have been known for their wealth (Thomas, I am 

sure, would have identified himself first and foremost as a Methodist – there is little information to 

suggest how Sarah might have seen herself), the fact remains that Thomas left an estate of £30,000 

when he died in 1890.4 This was a man who had probably retired about 10 years earlier, but he does 

seem to have kept his hand in the family business for a while after his retirement. The story goes that 

 
4 “Local News,” Star (Christchurch), 14 February 1890, 3. 
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Thomas arrived in the New Zealand with money (in 1857) – while this is difficult to prove, the rate at 

which he set about buying and leasing land certainly suggests it was probably true (or that he had 

access to capital).5 

 

While perhaps not as important as Prudence and Thomas McClurg’s family background, Thomas’s 

family is of relevance. He was born into a banking family in 1806, although that bank subsequently 

failed, reducing the family’s fortunes somewhat.6 Thomas initially embarked on a commercial career, 

but gave this up in 1829 to train for the Methodist ministry – his mother and her family were staunch 

Methodists.7 He worked as a minister until an affliction known as preacher’s throat put an end to that.8 

Instead, he became a supernumerary, meaning that he retained his title of ‘reverend’ but was not an 

active preacher on the Methodist circuit.9 In 1854, Thomas sent his eldest son (also Thomas) to New 

Zealand, and he was there to meet the remainder of the family when they arrived in Wellington in 

1857.10 After a brief stop in the capital, Thomas senior, Sarah and the six children arrived in 

Christchurch.11 Thomas senior and junior arrived about a week before Sarah and the remaining 

children, perhaps to secure a house.12 Sarah was Thomas’s second wife, his first having died in 1853.13 

There is little information available about Sarah’s family background, beyond that her maiden name 

was Wadman, and she was English by birth.14 The six children were all those of his first wife (Harriotte 

Maria Bickerton), and were aged between 6 and 20 years old in 1857.15 

 

Thomas senior was a man of considerable energy and quickly threw himself into establishing a life in 

Christchurch. He undertook his first preaching engagement in Lyttelton less than a month after 

arriving there, and in April, secured the lease on a prime piece of real estate in the heart of the city.16 

This was a triangular-shaped piece of land on the corner of Hereford and High streets, which he leased 

for £10 a year, for a period of 21 years.17 One of the conditions of the lease was that he had to erect 

 
5 “Rev. T. R. Fisher,” Press, 22 January 1890, 2. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid. 
10 G. R. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary of Canterbury Biography,” F141, Canterbury Museum). 
11 “Shipping News,” Lyttelton Times, 25 February 1857, 6. “Arrived,” Lyttelton Times, 4 March 1857, 6. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Shortian, “Rev Thomas Richard Fisher,” Ancestry, accessed 23 July 2021, 
https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-
tree/person/tree/28849058/person/12514637379/facts?_phsrc=AxX295&_phstart=successSource.  
14 Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
16 “New Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 18 March 1857, 8. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A – 
Christchurch Town Sections and Town Reserves, 244 (c.1850) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
17 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F141. 

https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-tree/person/tree/28849058/person/12514637379/facts?_phsrc=AxX295&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com.au/family-tree/person/tree/28849058/person/12514637379/facts?_phsrc=AxX295&_phstart=successSource
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a building on it worth £100 within three years.18 By August that year, Thomas had opened his business 

– a grocery store – on the site.19 This business, which went through several name changes, was to 

operate on the site for many years. Thomas left the business in the early 1870s, leaving it in the charge 

of his son, William, although he seems to have retained more than a passing interest in it.20 While the 

business focused on grocery items, it also sold earthen and glassware until 1864, made their own 

candles, acted as an employment agent, offered commission agent services and, on occasion, shipped 

wool.21 The prominence of the business was such that the location became known as Fisher’s corner.22 

Macdonald advances the possibility that Thomas, Sarah and the children may have lived above the 

store for a time, and also that, during their early days in Christchurch, they lived in Colombo Street 

and on North Belt (Bealey Avenue).23 

 

Although his landholdings were by no means extensive, Thomas invested in a number of sections 

around Canterbury in the late 1850s and early 1860s. These included several Crown grants, including 

for two town sections in the northeast corner of the city centre (both sold shortly thereafter, with no 

development on them) and two rural sections near Timaru.24 There were also two rural sections in St 

Albans (a total of 56 acres), which he owned until his death, as well as a section at Sefton (north of 

Christchurch) and two others in the Irwell district (south of Christchurch).25 The two Irwell sections 

formed Thomas’s Sudeley Farm, which he owned until his death.26 This farm was of 807 acres, and 

Thomas grew wheat, barley and rye grass there and ran sheep.27 He tried unsuccessfully to sell the 

farm in 1878 and Thomas junior then managed it for a brief period before the land was leased out.28 

 
18 Ibid. 
19 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 8 August 1857, 6. 
20 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 4 May 1870, 3. 
21 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 31 March 1858, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 27 July 1859, 6. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 April 1859, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 21 September 1861, 6. 
“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 October 1864, 6. “Commercial,” Lyttelton Times, 11 February 1865, 4. 
22 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F141. 
23 Ibid. 
24 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C3 – 1485 to 2238 – Rural 
Sections Register, 220 (c.1853) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. “Christchurch, Canterbury, New 
Zealand, 1862 [cartographic material].” Christchurch: C.E. Fooks, 1862, ACR-3179, Christchurch City Libraries. 
25 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1 – 1 to 750 – Rural Sections Register, 220 (c.1853) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C2 – 751 to 1484 – Rural Sections 
Register, 222 (c.1860) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C7 
– 4533 to 5294 – Rural Sections Register, 226 (c.1860) CH1032, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C8 – 5295 to 6108 – Rural Sections Register, 227 (c.1860) CH1032, 
Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
26 Named for Sudeley Castle, which was near Winchcombe, where Thomas was born. “Advertisements,” Press, 
2 July 1890, 2. 
27 “The Agricultural and Pastoral Association,” Lyttelton Times, 24 November 1869, 5. “Advertisements,” Press, 
26 June 1875, 1. “Midwinter Show,” Globe, 16 July 1875, 2. 
28 “Advertisements,” Press, 29 May 1878, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 26 February 1879, 1. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 5 May 1879, 3. 
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Thomas senior also ran cattle on the land in St Albans for a time.29 In addition, he had a number of 

smaller sections in and around the city. These included two sections in Addington (one in Selwyn 

Street, the other on Lincoln Road), Town Reserve 132 (on the northern edge of the central city) and 

Town Reserve 118.30 It was here, on the southern side of the central city, that the Fishers built their 

first home in Christchurch. This was Alcester Lodge, built by 1860.31 While nothing is known of its 

appearance, it had a drawing room, dining room, library, kitchen and six bedrooms, as well as stables 

and other outbuildings.32 It was not, then, a small house. Thomas did not purchase any more land after 

1866, but did sell off bits and pieces over time. He still owned most, however, when he died in 1890.33 

 

In 1866, Thomas took his son, William, and George Booth into partnership, and the business began to 

trade as Fisher, Booth and Fisher.34 George Booth was, amongst other things, a Methodist, and he and  

Thomas were involved in the establishment of the United Methodist Free Church in Christchurch in 

1864.35 Thomas would preach from time to time at the St Asaph Street church, which was located 

conveniently closely to his home at Alcester Lodge, and he was president of the Sunday school there.36 

Booth was a successful businessman in his own right (importing agricultural machinery) and the first 

mayor of Sydenham.37 He was also one of a group of men, several of whom had strong connections to 

the United Methodist Free Church, who purchased a right-of-way out of Thomas’s Town Reserve 118 

in 1873.38 This right-of-way would subsequently become Alcester Street and a manse for the nearby 

United Methodist Free Church was built there, on the northern corner of Alcester and Durham 

streets.39 But back to the business – there is something else about it that is important, because of its 

site, and the building it operated from. This was the Fisher building, designed in 1880 by W. B. Armson, 

one of the most prominent architects in nineteenth century Christchurch, who was known for his 

 
29 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 June 1866, 6. 
30 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – C1. 
31 Alcester was approximately 20 miles north of Winchcombe. There were two streets that ran through this 
section, one named Alcester Street and the other Winchcombe Street. Alcester Street had disappeared from 
Christchurch’s street plan by the early 1990s. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1860. Canterbury 
Maps Historic Aerial Imagery, accessed 18 January 2022, 
https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/CanterburyHistoricAerialImagery/.  
32 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 March 1880, 7. 
33 “Advertisements,” Press, 27 January 1892, 8. “Advertisements,” Press, 12 March 1898, 12. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 29 November 1899, 12. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 8 April 1908, 11. 
34 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 16 June 1866, 1. 
35 “Advertisements,” Press, 25 July 1864, 6. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B568. 
36 “Advertisements,” Press, 30 April 1870, 3. “Advertisements,” Press, 20 April 1871, 1. “Christchurch, 
Canterbury, New Zealand, 1862 [cartographic material].” 
37 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” B568. 
38 John Thompson Brown, John Caygill and Emerson Clarkson. Certificate of title 5/294, Canterbury, 1873, Land 
Information New Zealand. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,”, B839, C204 and C354. 
39 Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: A” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 
21. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1878-79, 52; 1883-84, 71; 1890-91, 99; 1896-97, 166. 

https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/CanterburyHistoricAerialImagery/
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Venetian Gothic architecture.40 It was a Venetian Gothic building that Armson designed for Thomas 

on the corner of High and Hereford streets (even though Thomas had retired from the business, it is 

his name that appears in the newspaper advertisements calling for tenders for the new premises).41 

This was a distinctive and beautiful brick building with limestone detailing that became a landmark in 

Christchurch (Figure 6-3). It was demolished as a result of the February 2011 earthquake. 

 

 

Figure 6-3. The Fisher building, on the corner of Hereford and High streets. Source: “Corner of Hereford Street 

and High Street,” Doc Ross Collection, Christchurch City Libraries. 

 

Outside of his business, Thomas’s chief involvement was the church. He remained deeply connected 

to the Methodist church throughout his life. This included preaching, but he was also involved with 

various societies and associations, such as the Canterbury Auxiliary Bible Society, the British and 

Foreign Bible Society (to whom, his obituaries were pleased to note, he donated £1000 in 1885), the 

Canterbury Bush Mission, the Wesleyan Missionary Society and the St Asaph Street United Methodist 

 
40 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 July 1880, 1. 
41 Ibid. 
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Free Church Sabbath School.42 As one of his obituaries observed, he did not confine his religious 

interests to his own particular church, but embraced and encouraged other denominations, as 

evidenced by his donation to the St Michael and All Angels Church in 1870.43 Likewise, he preached at 

Presbyterian and Congregationalist churches.44 No doubt it was his religious convictions that led him 

to oppose the proposal to open the museum on Sundays.45 It was presumably his involvement with 

the Methodist church that led to his association with the Canterbury Temperance League and, latterly, 

the Band of Hope.46 Other community participation included being on a committee to establish a 

working men’s home in 1863.47 It was anticipated that this would provide accommodation for single 

men when they arrived in Christchurch and thus improve “the moral tone of Society [sic]”.48 Earlier, 

he had assisted with the formation of the Christchurch Mechanics’ Institute, and he would later 

advocate for the establishment of a soup kitchen, noting that it should only provide temporary 

assistance, and that the government should also be supporting those in need.49 

 

Politically, Thomas’s involvement was behind the scenes, rather than at the forefront of affairs. Most 

of his political activity was in the 1860s, when he was one of the key figures who promoted the 

formation of the first Christchurch Municipal Council, and later, the Christchurch Drainage Board (his 

interest in sanitary matters, however, dated to the 1860s).50 He stood (unsuccessfully) for the first city 

council, his only tilt at public office.51 He was more likely to be found supporting various candidates 

(such as Samuel Bealey for superintendent of the province or William Reeves for the general assembly) 

or involved with organisations like the Middle Island Association (which wanted a political separation 

of the South from the North Island, largely due to the escalating costs of the New Zealand Wars) or 

the Constitutional Reform Association.52 On a lighter note, Thomas was a keen gardener, particularly 

in the 1860s (when the family was living at Alcester Lodge), and particularly of raspberries, which he 

 
42 “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 31 July 1868, 2. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 30 August 
1862, 5. “Obituary,” Star (Christchurch), 13 January 1890, 2. “Rev. T. R. Fisher,” Press, 22 January 1890, 2. 
“Canterbury Bush Mission,” Lyttelton Times, 14 July 1866, 11. “Wesleyan Missionary Society,” Press, 20 
September 1867, 2. “Advertisements,” Press 20 April 1871, 1. 
43 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 5 February 1870, 1. “Rev. T. R. Fisher,” Press, 22 January 1890, 2. 
44 “Rev. T. R. Fisher,” Press, 22 January 1890, 2. 
45 “Opening the Museum on Sundays,” Star (Christchurch), 24 June 1873, 2. 
46 “Canterbury Temperance League,” Press, 19 December 1879, 3. “Band of Hope Demonstration,” Star 
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47 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 7 February 1863, 6. 
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50 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 12 February 1862, 5. “City Council,” Press, 13 August 1863, 2. “Obituary,” 
Star (Christchurch), 13 January 1890, 2.  
51 “Christchurch Municipal Council,” Lyttelton Times, 1 March 1862, 4. 
52 “Advertisements,” Press, 11 February 1863, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 2 February 1867, 3. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 18 November 1865, 1. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 20 November 1868, 3. 
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entered into horticultural shows on numerous occasions.53 He would subsequently be a judge for the 

Horticultural and Aboricultural Society (and thus may well have encountered Jane Wilson).54 Many of 

these activities brought Thomas into contact with names prominent in Christchurch’s history, such as 

John Hall (later Sir), William Moorhouse (a superintendent of the province), William Reeves (politician 

and owner of the Lyttelton Times) and Hugh Murray-Aynsley (also a politician).55 It is not surprising, 

then, to find Thomas’s presence at various social occasions (primarily for visiting dignitaries) being 

reported over the years.56 The historical record is silent on Sarah’s activities. It is likely that she 

participated in the social ritual of calling, and may well have shared Thomas’s religious convictions. 

 

Even though there was a wealth of information available about Thomas, I find it difficult to get a sense 

of the man. His faith was clearly very important to him, and he was obviously a successful businessman 

and farmer. He was also invested in Christchurch’s success, but not such that he saw the need to be 

deeply involved in municipal affairs. His obituaries noted that his religious views were liberal, that he 

was interested in science and education and the eulogy for him at the Durham Street Wesleyan Church 

noted his love not just of the church, but of people in general.57 One obituary mentioned that age had 

contributed to “enlarging his views and sympathies, and mellowing and beautifying his character,” 

suggesting that he may have been something of a firebrand in his younger days.58 In the context of 

this difficult-to-grasp character, I find Sarah and Thomas’s house particularly interesting. When 

considered within the milieu of mid-late nineteenth century Christchurch, the house tells me 

something about the Fishers that the hundreds of newspaper references do not (of course, these 

newspaper references tell me nothing about Sarah). 

 

In August 1879, J. C. Maddison (who also designed Harriett and Joseph Francis’s house in the Avon 

loop, as discussed in Chapter 4) called for tenders for the construction of Sarah and Thomas’s new 

house, in Lincoln Road.59 By this time, Thomas was 71, retired from business and was no longer quite 
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55 “Christchurch Mechanics’ Institute,” Lyttelton Times, 1 June 1859, 4. “Advertisements,” Press, 18 November 
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59 Of interest, too, is that, in 1881, J. C. Maddison designed a house for Charles Ick, the father-in-law of one of 
Thomas’s sons (William). This house (88 Halton Street) is also in my sample. While it was not dissimilar in 
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so active in political matters. Sarah was 62. All but one of the children – Catherine Ann – had married 

or left home (and Catherine would marry in 1882).60 The house was to be built on a large section in 

Addington that Thomas had owned since 1866, although whether or not this was Thomas’s intention 

when he purchased the land cannot be known.61 Addington was a potentially curious choice of suburb 

for Sarah and Thomas, as it was a very much a working class suburb, with many of its residents 

employed at the nearby railway workshops. The Fishers, however, were not the only middle or upper 

middle-class residents, although they were few and far between.62 The section was not only close to 

town, it fronted onto what was then known as Lower Lincoln Road, and this would have enabled 

Thomas easy access to Sudeley Farm. There is also the question of why the Fishers decided to move. 

Perhaps their Durham Street location was becoming too built out and the Addington location was 

more peaceful, or perhaps it was to do with Alcester Lodge itself, which would no doubt have been 

becoming unfashionable by this time. Or perhaps it was a combination of these factors. Regardless, 

the following autumn, Alcester Lodge was advertised for rent, suggesting that it took about seven 

months to build the new house, which would be called Cotswold House (Winchcombe, Thomas’s place 

of birth, being in the Cotswolds).63 

 

Cotswold House strikes me as a restrained sort of a house, in spite of its size and Sarah and Thomas’s 

wealth (Figure 6-4). It does have more decoration on the exterior than most houses in my sample, but 

the nature of that decoration is relatively small-scale and unobtrusive, particularly when compared to 

the houses of, say, Catherine and Charles Fooks (Chapter 3) or Frances and Thomas Horsley (section 

6.1.4). Cotswold House was a two-storeyed return bay villa, with a slate gable roof, facing Lincoln Road 

(although its 2011 address was 10 Parlane Street). On the street-facing elevation there was a splayed 

bay window on the bay, complete with dentils and moulded eaves above the windows and decorative 

panels below. Above this was a Chicago window, with a porthole in the apex of the gable above that. 

Unusually, there were eaves brackets in the apex of the gable, and a string course separated the 

ground and first floors. There was also a veranda on this elevation, with decorative cast iron veranda 

posts and a cast iron veranda frieze. Under the veranda was the front door (with fan- and sidelights) 

and a Chicago window. There was another Chicago window and a single sash window on the first floor 

above the veranda. All the first-floor windows had windowsill brackets, window brackets and 

 
appearance to Sarah and Thomas’s house, it had considerably fewer rooms. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton 
Times, 16 August 1879, 7. 
60 Shortian, “Rev Thomas Richard Fisher.” Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” F141. 
61 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
62 John Wilson, Local Lives: A History of Addington (Christchurch: Addington Neighbourhood Association, 
2018), 63-64. 
63 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 March 1880, 7. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 February 1884, 
1. 
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pediments. All the windows were set in moulded frames, and the gable bargeboards were also 

moulded. The boxed corners were stop-chamfered. The northeast elevation was decorated in a very 

similar way, albeit with a rectangular bay window (Figure 6-5). It is curious that a more fashionable 

window type should have been used on a side rather than a front elevation. It may have been a later 

addition. 

 

 

Figure 6-4. The street-facing (northwest) elevation, Cotswold House. This was largely original, although the 

pair of front doors date to the twentieth century conversion of the house to flats. The decoration of the first-

floor windows was very similar to that at Margaret and William Hargreaves’s house at 21 Gloucester Street 

(Chapter 4). Source: M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 6-5. The northeast elevation, Cotswold House. The fire escapes are later additions, as is the first storey 

extension on the southwest elevation. Source: M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

With 18 rooms, Cotswold House was not dissimilar in size to the house Margaret and William 

Hargreaves built at 21 Gloucester Street (Figure 6-6 and Figure 6-7). Helpfully, the function of most of 

these of these rooms was identified in the July 1891 sale notice: a drawing room, dining room, 

breakfast room, seven bedrooms, a linen closet, kitchen, pantry, toilet and bathroom.64 This was 15 

rooms, and adding the three halls brings the total to 18, which all fits nice and neatly. The challenge, 

however, is in working out which room was which. And also, why did a house essentially built for two 

people (and their servant(s)), have seven bedrooms? Presumably to house their children and 

grandchildren when they came to visit – but perhaps also to ensure that the house befitted their 

status? The drawing and dining rooms would have been the front rooms on the ground floor (Rooms 

2 and 10), with the breakfast room and a bedroom behind these (Rooms 3 and 9). The breakfast room 

may well have been that on the east side of the house, with a Chicago window, to catch the morning 

light (Room 9). While it was unusual for the two-storeyed homes of the elite to have a family bedroom 

on the ground floor, it did happen from time to time, including in the house designed for A. R. Bloxam 

 
64 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 July 1891, 8.  
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in 1883, which had quite a similar layout to Cotswold House.65 The presence of this room on the 

ground floor may also have meant that Sarah and Thomas could effectively shut off the first floor. 

Behind these were the kitchen (Room 4) and a room of uncertain function (Room 8). The pantry (Room 

5) opened off the kitchen, as did a small rear hall (Room 7), which also provided external access. 

Another room (again of uncertain function; Room 6) also opened off the hall. The kitchen, pantry and 

rear hall were all lined with match-lining (the room of uncertain function had been demolished in the 

early twentieth century), and the remaining extant ground floor rooms were lined with lath and 

plaster. On the first floor was a hall (Room 11), five bedrooms (Rooms 12, 13, 14, 16 and 17), a linen 

cupboard (Room 15) and another room of uncertain function (Room 18). Each of the bedrooms had a 

fireplace and, where the original linings survived, these were lath and plaster. The three rooms of 

uncertain function were one each of the following: toilet, bathroom and servant’s bedroom.66 Practical 

and sanitary considerations may well have meant that the toilet was on the ground floor: the house 

was not connected to the sewerage network until 1884, and thus would have had an earth or water 

closet initially.67 If this were on the first floor, it would have been necessary to carry toilet waste 

through the house to dispose of it, including the risky business of carrying it down the stairs. Given 

that there were no separate servants’ stairs, this would have been a particularly undesirable 

proposition. 

 

A comparison of the sale/lease advertisements for Cotswold House and Alcester Lodge indicates that 

the number and variety of rooms in the former was not much greater than in the latter. Alcester Lodge 

did not a breakfast room, but had drawing and dining rooms, as well as a library (which Cotswold 

House did not have).68 It had six bedrooms compared to the seven of Cotswold House, suggesting that 

six bedrooms had been found insufficient. This is particularly curious, given that most of the Fisher 

children had left home by this stage. Likewise, what was it that led Sarah and Thomas to decide they 

no longer needed a library? Perhaps this had doubled as an office or study, and Thomas no longer felt 

the need for such a space as he withdrew from the business and public life. 

 

 
65 A. R. Bloxam Esq. house (1883), 158809, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, 
Macmillan Brown Library. 
66 Sarah advertised for a cook and laundress in 1884. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 February 1884, 2. 
67 “Drainage Board,” Lyttelton Times, 10 July 1884, 3. 
68 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 March 1880, 7. 
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Figure 6-6. The ground floor plan, Cotswold House. Not to scale. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 was probably 

the drawing room and Room 10 the dining room. Room 3 is likely to have been a bedroom and Room 9 the 

breakfast room. Room 4 was the kitchen and Room 5 the pantry. The functions of Room 6 and 8 have not 

been determined, but could have been a toilet, bathroom or servant’s bedroom. Source: J. Hughes 

(Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 6-7. The first-floor plan, Cotswold House. Not to scale. Room 11 was the landing/hall, Rooms 12, 13, 

14, 16 and 17 were bedrooms. Room 15 was a linen closet, and the function of Room 18 has not been 

determined, but it could have been a toilet, bathroom or servant’s bedroom. Source: J. Hughes (Underground 

Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Some of the original internal decorative features remained in situ at Cotswold House. There was just 

one ceiling rose, in the drawing room, but it is probable that at least the dining room also had one. 

The drawing room also had a ceiling cornice (as did the breakfast room; Figure 6-8). There was an 

original mantelpiece in the breakfast room, and two of the bedrooms upstairs had less ornate versions 

of that in the breakfast room (Figure 6-9). The chimney breast in the dining room was significantly 

wider than that in the breakfast room (these fireplaces were back-to-back), indicating the presence of 
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a larger and no doubt more impressive fireplace in that room. This house also had plinth blocks on 

most doorways. 

 

 

Figure 6-8. The drawing room, looking west, with the bay window at right. Unusually, the fireplace was 

positioned against an external wall (the fire surround is a twentieth century replacement of the original). Note 

the skirting boards, picture rail and ceiling cornice. Source: J. Hughes (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 6-9. Top: the breakfast room fireplace. Bottom: the fireplace from one of the upstairs bedrooms. 

Source: J. Hughes (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The 1891 advertisement for the sale of the house reveals that it also had a conservatory (described as 

“well-stocked”), but I have no information about where this might have been (it was no doubt 

demolished when the house was converted to flats in the twentieth century).69 There were also 

workshops and stables and may have been other outbuildings.70 Chickens were kept, and there was a 
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horse paddock, with a cow paddock on the north side of Parlane Street.71 There were both kitchen 

and ornamental gardens, with the former containing a number of fruit trees.72 

 

Thomas lived at Cotswold House for 10 years, and Sarah for 11. Given that Thomas was retired, these 

were relatively quiet years for him. His church involvement continued, although his preaching came 

to an end in 1886.73 He died in 1890 and left a rather exacting will, of which the six codicils are 

symptomatic.74 There were a significant number of bequests to religious organisations, most of which 

were subsequently revoked.75 In at least one case was because the gift was made while Thomas was 

still alive, and this may well have been the case for the others.76 This is consistent with the proposition 

advanced by Jim McAloon that charitable bequests were more likely to be made during one’s lifetime 

than in one’s will.77 Thomas left the entirety of the Lincoln Road property (including the cow and horse 

paddocks) and all associated goods to Sarah, along with £600 a year.78 Sarah, however, died the 

following year, leaving an estate of £400.79 In August, the house was put up for auction, along with its 

contents (Figure 6-10).80 While the sale notice did not list quite so many items as that for Ellen and 

William Bowen’s goods, this sale was to take two days and there were 500 lots.81 Amongst these were 

not one, but two, pianos, two Brussels carpets, a 97-piece dinner set, a hat and umbrella stand and 

hall table (“with marble top”) that would have graced the hall, a half-tester bed, as well as everything 

from the kitchen.82 Writing this at a time when the market for indoor plants has taken off due to the 

pandemic, I was delighted to note also the sale of “very rare and choice pot plants” (although these 

are listed as being outside).83 The sale was billed as “one of the largest held for years in Canterbury.”84 

This feels like it was probably typical advertising hyperbole, but it was certainly a large sale. 

 

 
71 Ibid. 
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Figure 6-10. The sale of the contents of Cotswold House. Source: “Advertisements,” Press, 1 August 1891, 8. 
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Cotswold House is likely to have been amongst the earliest bay villas in Christchurch, placing Sarah 

and Thomas at the forefront of fashion. It seems an odd place for a Methodist minister to be, even a 

retired and rather wealthy one. But the W. B. Armson-designed shop Thomas built for his business 

indicates that Thomas was aware of the power of architecture, and the messages it could convey. It 

also suggests to me that Sarah and Thomas were well aware of fashions and trends in architecture, 

and would also have been aware of the impact of their house. Christina Beranek has argued that 

building a fashionable house in retirement demonstrated to others that, even though retired, the 

builder was still aware of fashions – they might have retired from business, but they had not retired 

from life or the world as a whole.85 There is some evidence, too, that others followed the lead set by 

Sarah and Thomas. In 1881, J. C. Maddison, the same architect who had designed their house, called 

for tenders for a house for Charles Ick, to be built in Papanui, on the other side of the city.86 Charles 

was the father of Sarah and Thomas’s daughter-in-law, Stella, who had married William Fisher in 

1872.87 Charles was an auctioneer and draper by trade and was at one time mayor of Christchurch.88 

The house that he and Jane built was also in my sample and, although not a true bay villa, it shared 

some design features with Cotswold House, including the presence of bays and gable ends on two 

elevations, portholes in the gable apexes, a string-course (which was unusual on a wooden building) 

and the distinctive over-sized moulded eaves brackets associated with the gable (Figure 6-11). In fact, 

the two houses were quite similar in appearance. 

 

When thinking about wealth, housing and personal choice, further comparison of the Ick house with 

Cotswold House bears fruit. The former was smaller, in terms of both floor area and number of rooms, 

although it would have appeared the same size from the front. Cotswold House was 14.5 m wide and 

15 m deep at the time of demolition. The Icks’ house was the same width, but only 10 m deep. With 

10 rooms compared to Cotswold House’s 18, the Icks’ house had fewer bedrooms (four compared to 

seven) and did not have a breakfast room, bathroom or toilet.89 It also had a scullery instead of a 

pantry (Cotswold House had a pantry instead of a scullery).90 Charles Ick was mayor of Christchurch in 

1878 and 1879, and arguably just as successful as Thomas Fisher, albeit in a different realm.91 He was, 

however, significantly less wealthy. When he died in 1885, aged 58, his estate was worth £2300 (Jane 
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90 “Advertisements,” Press, 20 March 1886, 4. 
91 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” I22. 
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had died in 1883 but no will or probate has been found).92 This was significantly less that Thomas 

Fisher’s estate. Thus, we have two houses that were quite similar in appearance, and appeared to be 

the same size from the street, but were markedly different in size. They were built by men of probably 

similar status (if it is anything to go by, there were 20 carriages at Charles’s funeral, 27 at Thomas’s), 

but differing fortunes, yet they presented a similar visage to the world.93 This demonstrates how two 

quite similar-looking houses could represent quite different levels of wealth. Charles Ick was 

apparently “very particular about his clothes” and, if he felt the same way about his and Jane’s house, 

he would not have made decisions about it casually.94 It is highly likely that the Icks’ house was inspired 

by that of their daughter’s father-in-law. Whether or not they consciously chose to build a house that 

appeared to be the same size (but was not) cannot be known, but the possibility certainly exists. You 

could even read a hint of competitiveness into this. Regardless, the Ick house suggests that Sarah and 

Thomas set an example – or a fashion – worth following. 

 

 

Figure 6-11. The east (street-facing) elevation of the house Charles and Jane Ick built at 88 Halton Street. This 

elevation is largely original. The conservatory on the north elevation may indicate the original position of the 

conservatory at Cotswold House. Source: L. Tremlett and C. Staniforth (Underground Overground 

Archaeology).  

 
92 Charles Thomas Ick Probate CH1068 (1885) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
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6.1.2. A stepping stone to something better: moving up, sort of 

Theodore Bernard Jacobsen had building in his blood. He was the son of Isaac Jacobsen (Johann 

Siegmund Isaac Martin Jacobsen, to give him his full name), a boatbuilder turned builder turned 

building contractor turned architect and marine and civil engineer, who also had a more than passing 

interest in sewerage systems.95 It is perhaps little wonder then that Theodore, and his older brother 

Frank, both became architects.96 Isaac had arrived in Nelson in 1843 with a boatload of German 

migrants, and his brand new wife, Clara (they had married on the journey out to the Nelson) .97 Other 

members of Isaac’s family followed in the early 1850s, including his parents.98 In 1855, Theodore was 

born, the seventh of eight children.99 Fifteen years later, the Jacobsen family moved to Christchurch, 

and it is here that Isaac began to refer to himself as an architect.100 It is also here that Theodore and 

Frank trained under him as architects.101 

 

Catherine, Theodore’s wife, did not have building in her blood and her early years may have been 

somewhat less stable than Theodore’s. Catherine was also born in New Zealand, her mother being 

resident in Wellington by at least 1846.102 In September 1846, Frances, Catherine’s mother, 

successfully charged Edward Steep with “assault to ravish, and the common assault.”103 At the time, 

Frances was boarding in Te Aro, her husband (William, a private in the 99th regiment, and Catherine’s 

father) having left her not long after they were married.104 The court reporting also indicated that 

Frances and William had married after only a few days’ courtship, and that William had deserted his 

regiment.105 So far, he sounds nothing if not unreliable. He obviously stuck around, however, for 

 
95 This was the same Jacobsen who commented so unfavourably on Charles Fooks’s scheme of constructing 
water races on the Canterbury Plains. “Correspondence,” Lyttelton Times, 17 May 1872, 3. Mark Barrett, 
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District of Nelson, New Zealand, for the Year 1852-53,” Nelson Examiner and New Zealand Chronicle, 7 
February 1852, 4. “Advertisements,” Nelson Examiner and New Zealand Chronicle, 31 January 1857, 2. 
“Takaka,” Nelson Examiner and New Zealand Chronicle, 6 October 1868, 5. “Marriage,” Evening Post, 31 
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101 Mew and Humphris. Raupo to Deco, 81. 
102 “Supreme Court Sittings,” New Zealand Spectator and Cook’s Strait Guardian, 5 September 1846, 3. 
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105 Ibid. According to the Ancestry page about Frances, she and William married in 1846. No source is given for 
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Catherine was not born until 1856.106 Her life would take her to a place that was very different from 

where her mother found herself in 1846. 

 

Theodore began practising as an architect in Christchurch in 1878.107 Most of his early commissions 

were houses or shops, but there were also churches in Oxford and on Shands Road, a grain store and 

a temperance boarding house.108 The most significant commission, however, was one that did not go 

ahead – at least, not with his design – even though things got as far as the foundation stone being 

laid.109 This was for a convent for the Sisters of the Notre Dame Mission, which was to be built in the 

Gothic style.110 Instead, a design by Francis William Petre was built, perhaps because the cost of 

Theodore’s proposal was too great.111 In July 1880, he went into partnership with Otto Peez – a man 

with a career trajectory not unlike that of Isaac Jacobsen.112 Peez started out flax milling, then worked 

as an engineer, invented a hand tobacco cutter, taught architectural and mechanical drawing, and 

then worked for the Railways Engineer.113 And, of course, he worked as an architect. He first worked 

with Theodore on the design of a hotel, in 1878.114 The partnership only lasted until the end of 1880, 

although Peez would later go into partnership with Frank (Theodore’s brother), in Hawkes Bay.115 For 

the most part, Theodore and Otto designed houses and shops.116 In June of the following year, 

Theodore went into partnership with Frank (who had been operating in partnership with Isaac up until 

this time).117 
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“The Interprovincial Exhibition,” Lyttelton Times, 6 January 1873, 3. “Advertisements,” Press, 5 February 1874, 
3. “Magistrates’ Courts,” Press, 5 October 1877, 3. 
114 “News of the Day,” Press, 12 December 1878, 2. 
115 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 1 December 1880, 1. “Advertisements,” Hawke’s Bay Herald, 22 April 
1885, 3. “Advertisements,” Daily Telegraph, 1 July 1886, 3. 
116 For example, “Advertisements,” Press, 17 August 1880, 4. “Advertisements,” Press, 24 September 1880, 3. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 29 November 1880, 3. 
117 “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 4 June 1881, 3. 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/152060588/person/182093158203/facts
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/152060588/person/182093158203/facts
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To return to the young married couple. Catherine and Theodore’s first child, Ethel Grace, was born at 

Beech Villa in Sydenham.118 By 1880, they had had another child (Theodore Otto Carl) and moved to 

Norfolk Villa, in Phillipstown.119 Here, Catherine advertised for a servant, which seems a long way from 

the early married life of her mother.120 Between October 1881 and April 1882, the family moved to 

Opawa, to the house that Theodore designed at what would become 85 Hawford Road.121 Officially, 

Thomas purchased this half-acre section in September 1881, but it is possible that he owned the land 

prior to this.122 The 1880-81 electoral roll (probably completed in early 1880) records that he owned 

part of Rural Section 157 (the rural section on which the house was built) and in January 1881 he was 

trying to sell a section that fitted the description of the land he would build on: a half-acre section, 

with two frontages and next to William Reeves’s property.123 Regardless, the house was extant by 

1882.124 The location of the section was important. As noted, it was next to William Reeves’s rather 

grand and impressive house (Reeves was a prominent politician, and father to the better known 

William Pember Reeves).125 Opawa was home to a number of middle and upper middle class residents, 

and a number of prominent people lived in close proximity to the Reeves’ property.126 This was quite 

a step up from working class Sydenham and Phillipstown. 

 

The house that Theodore designed (hopefully with some input from Catherine) was a single bay villa 

(Figure 6-12). This was a single storey house, clad in rusticated weatherboards on all elevations and 

with a corrugated iron roof. There were eaves brackets below the roof on the front and sides of the 

house. Prior to a late nineteenth century addition, it had a return veranda on the street-facing 

elevation, with a bay at the south end. The veranda had a convex roof, with moulded posts and cast-

iron fretwork. There was a rectangular bay window in the bay, containing a Chicago window and with 

 
118 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Birth,” Press, 25 November 1878, 2. 
119 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1880, 1. 
120 “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 8 May 1880, 1. 
121 In October 1881, Catherine advertised for a servant at Norfolk Villa, and in April 1882, she advertised for a 
servant in Opawa. “Advertisements,” Star (Christchurch), 21 October 1881, 2. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton 
Times, 8 April 1882, 1. 
122 Certificate of title 71/235, Canterbury, 1881, Land Information New Zealand. 
123 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1880-81, 37. “Advertisements,” Press 22 January 1881, 3. 
124 When Catherine advertised for a servant in Opawa. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 8 April 1882, 1. 
125 Risingholme, which still stands today and is listed by both the Christchurch City Council (Heritage Number 
118) and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (List No. 3131). 
126 Noel Gillespie, Opawa: The Outpost on the Banks of the Heathcote (Christchurch: N. Gillespie, 2008), 169-
208. Jim McAloon, “The Christchurch Elite,” in Southern Capital, Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-
2000, ed. John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: Canterbury University Press, 2000), 206. Elizabeth 
Plumridge, “Labour in Christchurch: Community and Consciousness, 1914-1919” (MA, University of 
Canterbury, 1979), 19. John Wilson, “Contextual Historical Overview for Christchurch City” (unpublished 
report, Christchurch City Council, 2013), 154. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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dentils and moulded eaves above. The roof above the bay was a hipped gable roof. Under the veranda 

was the front door, set in beaded mullions and transoms, with both fan- and sidelights. Next to this 

was the most unusual feature of this elevation: casement windows. While not unusual in 1850s 

Christchurch (three of the houses discussed in Chapter 3 had them), casement windows quickly fell 

out of fashion and were not common for the remainder of the century. No other post-1860 house in 

my sample had casement windows when built. I would not have believed these ones were original but 

for the fact that it was confirmed by the 1884 sale notice for the house.127 Their presence in this house 

proves that they were available in the city, which is confirmed by the handful of businesses that 

advertised casement windows (also referred to as French casements and French windows) for sale in 

Christchurch in the mid-late nineteenth century.128 None provided information about the price of 

them. The number of advertisements found in mid-late nineteenth century Christchurch newspapers 

for casement windows was a fraction of the number found for sash windows (an unsurprising result, 

given the pattern in my sample).  

 

 

Figure 6-12. The street-facing (southeast) elevation, 85 Hawford Road, which had been plastered during the 

twentieth century. The bay and bay window at right were a later addition (albeit added during the nineteenth 

century). The casement windows, however, were original. Source: F. Bradley (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 
127 “Advertisements,” Press, 22 November 1884, 4. 
128 For example, S. Gibb (“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 19 March 1853, 2), R. Taylor (“Advertisements,” 
Lyttelton Times, 9 August 1856, 1), J. Drummond Macpherson (“Advertisements,” Press, 21 November 1871, 
1), Guthrie and Larnach (“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 9 May 1871, 1 (supplement)), and Tonks, Norton 
and Co. (“Advertisements,” Press, 21 June 1890, 8). 
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Sash windows were very much the norm, so much so that their use was not really a case of following 

fashion: it was simply what (almost) everyone did. To use a casement window instead would have 

been a conscious decision, although what motivated it is difficult to determine. A simple desire to be 

different, to express a level of individuality? There may also have been practicalities of a casement 

window over a sash window that Theodore was aware of, given his architectural background – perhaps 

the propensity of sash windows to rattle in the wind? What is most curious about Catherine and 

Theodore’s decision to use casement windows was that they did so only in one room. It did happen 

to be the drawing room, arguably the most prominent and important room in the house in the middle 

or upper middle-class house, and maybe this was why.129 

 

When built, the house had 11 rooms (Figure 6-13). The 1884 sale notice identified these as a sitting 

room (Room 11), a drawing room (Room 2), three bedrooms (Rooms 3, 8 and 11), a kitchen (Room 4), 

a scullery (Room 6), a storeroom (Room 5), a bathroom (Room 7) and the hall (Rooms 1 and 9).130 The 

water closet and wash house were both located outside the house, along with a fowl house.131 The 

hall ran through the centre of the house, with a return at its internal end, and a door between the 

two. This return hall was narrower than the front hall and lined with match-lining, as were the rooms 

that opened off it (the kitchen, the scullery, the bathroom and the bedroom). There was an arch in 

the hall, along with a ceiling rose. The sitting room (which was in the bay) also had both ceiling rose 

and cornice, as did the drawing room (the location of these rooms was able to be identified from the 

information in the sale notice). Unusually, the drawing room had two ceiling roses. These were 

identical, and relatively small. The ceiling roses in the hall and sitting room were both larger and more 

ornate than these. The bedroom behind the sitting room had both a ceiling rose and a fireplace, while 

the bedroom behind the drawing room did not, indicating that the former was Catherine and 

Theodore’s bedroom. The third bedroom was 10 x 4 feet (3 x 1.2 m), making it smaller than the scullery 

and the bathroom (both 10 x 8 feet (3 x 2.4 m)).132 This, in combination with its location (next to the 

back door), indicates that it was intended to be a servant’s bedroom (Catherine advertised for a 

servant not long after the family moved to Hawford Road), leaving just two bedrooms for the family 

(there were only two children at this stage).133 The hall and the four front rooms that opened off it 

 
129 Thad Logan, The Victorian Parlour (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 23. Linda Young, Middle-
Class Culture in the Nineteenth Century: America, Australia, and Britain (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2003), 176-177. 
130 “Advertisements,” Press, 22 November 1884, 4. 
131 Ibid. 
132 The other two bedrooms were 15 x 14 (4.6 x 4.3 m) and 14 x 14 feet (4.3 x 4.3 m). Ibid. 
133 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 8 April 1882, 1. 
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were all lined with lath and plaster. None of the fireplaces or mantelpieces remained in situ at the 

time of archaeological recording, and nor did the decorative moulding on the hall arch. Overall, the 

depth of the skirting boards reduced from the front to the back of the house, but those in Room 10 

(Catherine and Theodore’s bedroom) were shallower than those in service rooms at the rear of the 

house. 

 

The casement windows were not the only intriguing aspect of the house. The others were that it had 

both a sitting and a drawing room, but no dining room; that the sitting room was in the room with the 

bay; and that the house had a cellar. Examining the Armson Collins plans indicates that the 

combination of sitting and drawing rooms without a dining room was an unusual one. While these 

architects designed plenty of houses with both drawing and dining rooms, and a handful with drawing, 

dining and sitting rooms, none of their house plans show only a drawing and sitting room (or morning 

or breakfast room, rooms with a similar function). The drawing room’s function was typically a public 

one, it being a space that was used to entertain visitors, while the sitting room’s function was a private 

one – it was a space for the family to use together.134 The absence of a dining room implies that the 

Jacobsens did not intend to entertain guests for dinner, and that they ate in the kitchen (as many 

working and middle class families would have done). The sitting room was also given unusual 

prominence in this house, being placed in the room with the bay. It had a marble fireplace originally, 

something the drawing room did not, and it was bigger than the drawing room (17 by 14 feet, 

compared to 16 by 14 feet).135 Again, analysing the Armson Collins plans indicates that, where there 

was only one bay, it was typically associated with the drawing room.136 This, then, was a house that 

did not conform to the norms of the day, norms that, as an architect, Theodore would have been well 

aware of. From a twenty-first century perspective, these differences seem small, but these norms 

were so very normal, as it were, so widespread and common, that I suspect these differences would 

have been rather startling in 1880s Christchurch. Of these differences, only the casement windows 

would have been visible from the exterior – to be aware of the others, you would have had to enter 

the house. As such, the Jacobsens would have been able to control who was aware of these anomalies. 

Also, the most startling of these differences were related to function, not form. A different occupant 

 
134 Jane Hamlett, “‘The Dining Room Should Be the Man’s Paradise, as the Drawing Room Is the Woman’s’: 
Gender and Middle‐Class Domestic Space in England, 1850–1910,” Gender & History 21, no. 3 (2009), 583. 
135 This was clear from the sale notice. “Advertisements,” Press, 22 November 1884, 4. 
136 There were three exceptions to this in the 16 plans consulted, all designed at the end of the nineteenth 
century. These were the houses built for S. S. Blackburne (1898), G. E. Way (1898) and C. J. Price (1899). In 
each case, the dining room was in the bay. S. S. Blackburne house (1898), 158814, MB 1418 Armson – Collins 
Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. G. E. Way Esq. house (1898), 158811, MB 1418 
Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. C. J. Price Esq. – house (1899), 
158831, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
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could, and no doubt would, have used the rooms differently, using the Jacobsens’s sitting room as a 

drawing room, and either the main bedroom or the drawing room as a dining room. This speaks to the 

flexibility of the basic mid-late nineteenth century floor plan in New Zealand. 

 

The presence of a cellar was a more practical difference, but it was a striking one. Few nineteenth 

century buildings of any sort in Christchurch had cellars, although one other house in my sample did. 

This was 25 Armagh Street, built in the 1860s by Dugald and Mary Macfarlane (mentioned in Chapter 

2). Dugald was a wine and spirit merchant and operated his business from his house. The cellar was 

used to store wine and for the central heating system. The lack of cellars in general is presumed to 

have been largely due to the high water table, and can also be attributed to the abundant flat land, 

which meant that building out was eminently possible – and much easier than building a cellar in the 

notoriously wet ground. The sale notice does go on to note that the site had “perfect drainage,” 

although this does not seem entirely likely, given its proximity to the river – but perhaps systems had 

been installed to combat this problem.137 What is curious here is that the house not only had a cellar, 

it also had a store room, which was another unusual feature. Quite what the Jacobsens were storing 

(or intending to store) in such quantities is not known. 

 

 
137 This did not survive at the time of demolition. “Advertisements,” Press, 22 November 1884, 4. 
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Figure 6-13. The floor plan, 85 Hawford Street.138 Not to scale. Rooms 1 and 9 were the hall, Room 2 the 

drawing room, Rooms 3, 8 and 10 were bedrooms, Room 4 with the kitchen, Room 5 the storeroom 

(demolished at the time of recording), Room 6 the scullery and Room 7 the bathroom. There was no evidence 

to suggest that there was a door between the scullery and the kitchen, which must have been somewhat 

frustrating. Source: F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 
138 This layout is that indicated by the historical information, based on the room sizes and is slightly different 
from that recorded during the archaeological work, which positioned Rooms 7 and 8 with their long axes 
parallel to Room 9 (they were accessed from a small space off Room 9). While the information about room 
sizes from 1884 may not be wholly accurate, nor was the extent of the archaeological recording carried out 
sufficient to determine whether or not the twenty-first century layout was original. 
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Theodore and Frank’s partnership lasted a little over year, being dissolved in October 1882.139 The 

range of buildings the brothers designed was somewhat broader than that Theodore had designed 

previously, including houses, shops, a bonded warehouse, buildings for the Crown Brewery Company 

and a range of structures for the Canterbury saleyards.140 The practice seems to have been a prolific 

one, and Theodore continued to be busy after the partnership was dissolved, with a steady stream of 

commissions. It was while working on his own in the mid-1880s that Theodore developed a 

specialisation in hotels, designing a number around Canterbury.141 Outside of work, Theodore was 

involved in walking races – referred to as ‘pedestrianism’ in the papers of the day – first as a 

competitor and subsequently as a referee.142 He was also a corporal in the Canterbury Engineer 

Volunteer Company.143 

 

As Theodore’s business expanded, so too did his and Catherine’s family – and perhaps their ambitions. 

In September 1884, Catherine gave birth to twins, Lionel and Vera.144 The following month, the house 

at 85 Hawford Road was advertised for rent or sale.145 Initially, Theodore tried to sell or rent the house 

himself, with a small notice in the paper.146 His efforts became a bit more serious in November, when 

he commissioned a real estate agent, and far more comprehensive advertisements were published.147 

In addition to the information already related, the advertisements noted that it was an “elegant 

house” in a “charming position” in a “most select neighbourhood.”148 It also mentioned the proximity 

of the house to those of prominent local residents William Reeves, W. B. Bray, J. L. Coster and E. 

Richardson.149 In spite of this more aggressive marketing campaign, the house did not sell until April 

 
139 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 5 October 1882, 1. 
140 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 30 May 1881, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 8 June 1881, 1. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 20 June 1881, 1. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 13 July 1881, 7. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 18 February 1882, 6. 
141 For example, the Sheffield Hotel (“Advertisements,” Press, 23 June 1883, 1.), one on High Street (“News of 
the Day,” Press, 25 August 1883, 2.), one in Lincoln Road (“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 23 September 
1884, 1.), one on Colombo Street (“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 4 February 1885, 7.), one in Rakaia 
(“Advertisements,” Press, 16 April 1885, 3), the Southern Hotel (“Licensing Committees,” Star (Christchurch), 
29 June 1885, 3.), one in Culverden (“Advertisements,” Press, 8 July 1885, 4.) and the Waipara Hotel 
(“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 26 August 1885, 2.). 
142 “Bowley’s Challenge,” Press, 16 June 1875, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 29 April 1885, 1. 
“Pedestrianism,” Press, 4 June 1887, 3. 
143 “Defence Measures,” Lyttelton Times, 6 May 1885, 5. 
144 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Births,” Star (Christchurch), 4 September 1884, 2. 
145 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 22 October 1884, 1. 
146 Ibid. 
147 “Advertisements,” Press, 22 November 1884, 4. 
148 Ibid. 
149 Ibid. 

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/


292 
 

the following year.150 By this time, Catherine, Theodore and their four young children were probably 

ensconced in their new home, also located in Opawa, next to William Reeves’s house, on the river’s 

edge and on a spacious 2 acre section.151 This house was described with considerable embellishment 

when put up for sale a couple of years later: “[I]t has all the Glowing Beauties of AN ENGLISH 

GENTLEMAN’S HOME… [T]he House is PERFECT IN EVERY DETAIL, the skill, ability and accumulated 

forethought of an Experienced Architect having been brought to bear” (I assume that said architect 

was Theodore).152 Possibly my favourite details are the “Noble Veranda,” “the MOST COMPLETE 

DRAINAGE” and that its proximity to the river and a stream “permits communication with the centre 

of the grounds by boat” (Figure 6-14).153 Unlike the house at 85 Hawford Road, this one had a drawing 

and a dining room, but no sitting room.154 It had four bedrooms, reflecting the increase in the family’s 

size, and, unlike the house at 85 Hawford Road, a pantry.155 No mention was made of the windows. 

Tantalisingly, the advertisement referred to photographs of the property, but none have been found. 

Real estate speak aside, this second section was an objectively better location than that in Hawford 

Road, which faced south and did not have river frontage – or a stream. This section was also 

substantially bigger. In spite of the hype, the house failed to sell, and the reason for the sale soon 

became apparent. Theodore went bankrupt in June 1887.156 

 

 
150 Certificate of title 71/235. 
151 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 16 March 1887, 8. 
152 Ibid. 
153 Ibid. 
154 Ibid. 
155 Ibid. 
156 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 17 June 1887, 7. “Advertisements,” Press, 12 September 1887, 8. 
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Figure 6-14. The advertisement for the sale of Catherine and Theodore’s second house in Opawa. Source: 

“Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 16 March 1887, 8. 

 

Bankruptcy notwithstanding, Theodore continued to practice in Christchurch, on his own account, 

until September 1887.157 By January 1888, he had established himself in practice in Wellington, and 

 
157 His last call for tenders in Christchurch appeared in September 1887. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 19 
September 1887, 1. 
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his brother soon joined him in business again (having himself gone bankrupt in Napier).158 This lasted 

until 1890, when the brothers went their separate ways, although both were still in Wellington.159 

Theodore and his family remained in Wellington until sometime in 1891, and he would later claim to 

have designed 2800 buildings in Christchurch and Wellington.160 How much truth there was to this 

statement cannot be ascertained, but the pattern of advertising for tenders in Christchurch and 

Wellington newspapers suggests he designed far more buildings in Christchurch than in Wellington – 

the market in the capital city may have proved difficult to break into. The same puff piece in the 

newspaper listed all the architectural competitions in which he had won first or second prize, and 

there were quite a number, although how many of these designs came to fruition is not known (Figure 

6-15).161 After Wellington, Catherine and Theodore and family moved to Palmerston North, before 

moving to Whanganui in 1894 – Theodore went bankrupt again very shortly after this move, raising 

the question of whether or not it was his financial situation that prompted the move.162 The family 

stayed in Whanganui for about two years, before moving to Thames.163 Here they spent another two 

years, and then they moved to Auckland, where they were to remain.164 Throughout this time, 

Theodore continued to work as an architect, as well as tinkering on the side as an inventor.165 He and 

Catherine had three more children, the last of whom was born in 1896.166 There was another curious 

incident in Theodore’s life. In 1917, aged 62, he volunteered for the army, and was put into an 

ordnance company, in the home service.167 Catherine died in 1938 and Theodore, now 83, remarried 

in the same year.168 His new wife was Emily Bamford, a widow, who was 74 at the time.169 Both 

Theodore and Emily died in 1947, in Auckland.170 No will or probate was found for Catherine, Theodore 

or Emily. 

 

 
158 “Advertisements,” Evening Post, 18 January 1888, 3. “Creditors’ meeting,” Daily Telegraph, 5 May 1888, 3. 
“The Manawatu Railway Company,” Evening Post, 17 July 1888, 2. 
159 “Advertisements,” Evening Post, 5 March 1890, 3. 
160 “Local and General,” Wanganui Chronicle, 20 July 1894, 2. 
161 Ibid. 
162 “District and General,” Bush Advocate, 9 March 1893, 2. “Untitled,” Pahiatua Herald, 28 September 1894, 2. 
163 “Advertisements,” Wanganui Chronicle, 7 November 1896, 3. “Untitled,” Thames Star, 24 November 1896, 
3. 
164 “Fire in Mr Jacobsen’s Office,” Thames Star, 29 September 1898, 2. 
165 New South Wales Government Gazette, 1898, Vol. 1 (Jan-Feb), 216. 
166 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
167 Theodore Bernard Jacobsen - WW1 71916 – Army, 0059677 (1914-18) W5541, Archives New Zealand, 
Wellington. 
168 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
169 Ibid. 
170 Barrett, “Theodore Bernard Jacobsen.” “Deaths,” Otago Daily Times, 12 May 1947, 1. 
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Figure 6-15. Theodore’s puff piece that appeared in the Wanganui Chronicle, advertising his various successes. 

Source: “Local and General,” Wanganui Chronicle, 20 July 1894, 2. 

 

Unlike those solid, respectable builders of standard villas, Catherine and Theodore did not own their 

Hawford Street house until they died. Quite the reverse: they owned it for about three years, and 

wanted to own it for less. Did they build the house intending to sell it so quickly, or did the nearby 2-

acre section come up for sale at just the right price – an opportunity they just could not refuse, given 

its size, location and aspect, particularly with the birth of the twins? Families in the Avon loop, of 

course, coped with far more children in much smaller spaces, and without live-in servants. As an 

architect, was the prospect of buying, selling and building houses and land just a little bit easier than 

for other people? Or was the drive or lure for something newer, more fashionable and better just that 

little bit stronger? One of the other architects in my sample – R. W. England (34 Webb Street) – 

certainly bought land, built houses and moved his family around with a frequency that seems 
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exhausting. Charles Fooks, however, favoured a more settled existence (see Chapter 3). I see the 

purchase of this second Opawa section in aspirational terms – it was bigger and better and, for 

Catherine and Theodore, represented the lives they wanted to lead, a life they saw being lived around 

them by their more illustrious neighbours. It is also consistent with their general move through the 

city’s suburban landscape, from the working-class Sydenham and Phillipstown, to the more upmarket 

Opawa, a trajectory that suggests they were seeking to improve their circumstances through where 

they lived. The Jacobsens were by no means elite-adjacent in the social or economic sense of the 

Fishers, but they were geographically so.171 This house at 85 Hawford Road may have always been 

intended as a stepping stone to something bigger and better. 

 

Like the other architects in my sample, Catherine and Theodore chose to build in a fashionable form, 

albeit one that was relatively plainly decorated. Their house was much more modest than those built 

by the Fookses or R. W. England (Figure 6-16). To a certain extent, Charles Fooks’s house is indicative 

of the other houses he would design and likewise, R. W. England’s house. Whether or not this was the 

case for Theodore is more difficult to assess, as none of his houses have been identified as surviving. 

His hotels seem fairly generic, but most nineteenth century hotels do. The house at 85 Hawford Road, 

excepting the various anomalies and that the bay villa was a relatively new form, was not a particularly 

striking one. This suggests that Catherine and Theodore were a couple of fairly ordinary tastes, that 

they followed fashion and wanted to be fashionable, but did not push the boundaries. An alternative 

interpretation is that, knowing they would not live in this home long-term and knowing what the 

market wanted, Catherine and Theodore built a “financially prudent” house.172 While budget will 

always affect the nature of what someone builds, I do not agree with Peter Petchey and Seán 

Brosnahan’s argument that the resale value of a house was one of the key factors that determined its 

appearance, and that this led to the general similarity between houses in Victorian New Zealand.173 

As the stories presented here demonstrate, deciding what and how to build was far more complex 

than that. Nonetheless, I think there are examples when this may have been an important factor, such 

as the speculative build, or when the builders anticipated that they would sell the house within a few 

years of construction – that is, when financial gain through sale was the prime motivator for building. 

Catherine and Theodore’s house may have been an example of this. 

 

 
171 Although Thomas Fisher was wealthy and he would have mixed with the elite upon occasion, he does not fit 
the elite of Christchurch as defined by Jim McAloon. McAloon, “The Christchurch Elite,” 197. 
172 Peter Petchey and Seán G. Brosnahan, “Finding Meaning and Identity in New Zealand Buildings 
Archaeology: The Example of ‘Parihaka’ House,” Journal of Pacific Archaeology 7, no. 2 (2016), 39. 
173 Ibid. 
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Figure 6-16. The house that Robert William England, architect, built in 1888, just two years after starting his 

architectural career.174 This is a far cry from the relatively plain house that Catherine and Theodore built.175 

Source: J. Hughes (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

6.1.3. “Zealous, skilful and prudent” at work, but what about his house?176 

Sadly, Priscilla Chalmers got to spend very little time in the house that she and her husband surely 

intended to be their forever home (acknowledging that such a concept, phrased like that, is a twenty-

first century one). She died about three years after the house was built, at the age of 44. James, her 

husband, had a successful career before the couple and their daughter migrated to New Zealand, and 

his success would continue in Christchurch, leading his employers to describe him in glowing terms. 

Like James Weir, he was an engineer who worked his way up to become a manager, taking him to 

what in New Zealand was a middle-class occupation.177 The two men, however, built at quite different 

stages in their lives and the resulting houses are also quite different. James Chalmers was 40 when he 

 
174 “Obituary,” Lyttelton Times, 17 November 1908, 7. 
175 The difference between the houses could be attributable to a number of factors: Robert England was the 
son of a wealthy and successful man, who may have assisted with the costs of building (although there is no 
record of Robert junior taking out a mortgage with his father against this property). Further, as discussed in 
Chapter 1, his father – Robert West England – was a building supplies merchant who may have supplied 
materials at a reduced rate. Robert West England Probate CH10468 (1919) CH171, Archives New Zealand, 
Christchurch. Certificate of title 137/16, Canterbury, 1888, Land Information New Zealand. 
176 “Presentation to Mr Chalmers,” Star (Christchurch), 9 April 1892, 4. 
177 Erik Olssen and Maureen Hickey, Class and Occupation: The New Zealand Reality (Dunedin: Otago 
University Press, 2005), 182. 
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and Priscilla built their house, by which time he had obtained the managerial position and had a nearly 

adult child. James Weir, on the other hand, built when in his early 20s, while he was a labourer and 

before he married. 

 

James Chalmers was born in Liverpool in 1848 and pursued a career in engineering.178 This began with 

apprenticeships at the Liverpool dockyards and then in Manchester at the Manchester, Sheffield and 

Lancashire Railway.179 From there he moved to Sheffield, where he became the foreman in the boiler 

shop at the Yorkshire Engine Company.180 He also worked in Russia, as a locomotive superintendent. 

Somewhere along the way, he married Priscilla (maiden name unknown, but born in 1848), and in 

1871, Margaret Ann, their only child, was born.181 In 1878, the family arrived in Dunedin.182 They spent 

a little time there and in Ashburton, and were living in Christchurch in the early 1880s.183 

 

The site of the Chalmers’ first home was Scott Street, in Spreydon.184 This street was (and still is) home 

to a number of working-class cottages, similar to that at 18 Scott Street (which was also in my sample; 

Figure 6-17). James, Priscilla and Margaret may well have lived in a similar house. Appropriately, Scott 

Street was named for a local engineering firm.185 The Chalmers lived in Scott Street until at least 

1884.186 James was working at the railway workshops during this period, where he rose to the position 

of charge man.187 From Scott Street, the family moved to Lincoln Road.188 By 1886, James was working 

as a mechanical engineer for the Canterbury Tramway Company, where he was “in charge of the 

motors.”189 Three years later, he had risen to the position of manager at this company, earning  £300 

a year.190 He held this role for four years, before returning to work in the railway workshops in 

Addington.191 

 

 
178 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. 
179 Ibid. 
180 Ibid. 
181 BDM. 
182 “Shipping,” Otago Daily Times, 13 November 1878, 2. 
183 “Arbitration Court,” Lyttelton Times, 15 April 1898, 2. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. 
184 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Heathcote), 1880-81, 6. 
185 Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names – S” (Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 22-23. 
186 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Sydenham), 1883-84, 7. 
187 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213.  
188 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Sydenham), 1885-86, 7. 
189 “Supreme Court,” Press, 29 October 1886, 3. 
190 “Advertisements,” Press, 7 November 1889, 1. “Arbitration Court,” Lyttelton Times, 15 April 1898, 2. 
191 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. 
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Figure 6-17. The house at 18 Scott Street, a small standard cottage (72.2 m2) built in the late 1870s. Scott Street 

is still home to a number of workers’ cottages of this type. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 

In the late 1880s, James purchased a section on Waller Terrace (then Richmond Terrace).192 He 

subsequently took out a mortgage against this property, with Alexander Christian Fife, who was 

involved with the railways and, latterly, both men were members of the St Augustine Lodge, 

demonstrating how personal connections funded the construction of James and Priscilla’s house.193 

As it happens, the St Augustine Lodge was designed by Theodore and Frank Jacobsen, and its façade 

remained standing until the earthquakes, hidden inside another building on Manchester Street.194 

James and Priscilla called the house they built at 47 Waller Terrace Clitheroe Cottage (Figure 6-18).195 

This house stood on the smallest of the bay villa sections in my sample (443 m2 (a tenth of an acre)) 

and was also one of the smallest bay villas in terms of floor area (96.2 m2) and number of rooms 

(eight).196 Clitheroe Cottage was single-storey, and clad in standard weatherboards with a corrugated 

iron roof. It had a single bay window in the bay, which contained a pair of sash windows in the front. 

 
192 “Advertisements,” Press, 21 March 1888, 1. 
193 Certificate of title 135/187, Canterbury, 1882, Land Information New Zealand. “Masonic,” Star 
(Christchurch), 18 January 1895, 3. “Obituary,” Press, 21 December 1915, 6. 
194 “New Masonic Hall,” Star (Christchurch), 11 August 1882, 3. 
195 Clitheroe is a town in Lancashire. “Advertisements,” Press, 22 June 1892, 3. 
196 The bay villas at 270 and 272 Gloucester Street, built as rental properties, were the only bay villas in my 
sample that were smaller than this. 
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There were moulded brackets on this bay window, slightly moulded beading under its eaves and 

panelling below the window. There was a street-facing gable end above this, which was not decorated. 

The house had a veranda, with stop-chamfered veranda posts, but no other evidence of decoration 

had survived. Under this veranda was the four-panel front door. This had stop-chamfered mullions 

and transoms and stained glass in the sidelights. There was also a double sash window under the 

veranda, which had windowsill brackets. There was eaves moulding on both the front and sides of the 

house, but eaves brackets had only been used on the sides and rear of the house. The sash windows 

on the front elevation were single-pane sashes. Those on the side of the house that survived had two 

panes and did not have windowsill brackets. 

 

 

Figure 6-18. The street-facing elevation, Clitheroe Cottage. Source: M. Hennessey and K. Webb (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Inside, the house had a villa layout (Figure 6-19). The two front rooms were the parlour (in the room 

with the bay; Room 2) and James and Priscilla’s bedroom (Room 8), behind which were the dining 

room (Room 3) and Margaret’s bedroom (Room 7). Access to the kitchen (Room 4) from the front of 

the house was only possible via the dining room. It was certainly practical to have direct access 

between these two rooms, but it was unusual. This arrangement meant that the dining room was no 

longer an endpoint – instead, it was also a thoroughfare and, by Victorian standards, the privacy of 
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those in the dining room was compromised.197 The arrangement also reduced the flexibility of the 

house’s layout. Unless alterations were made, the dining room had to retain a public or communal 

function – it could not readily be used as a bedroom. A scullery (Room 5) and pantry (Room 6) both 

opened off the kitchen, which also had external access. Unlike the houses already discussed in this 

chapter, there was no servant’s room, highlighting the difference in the wealth or income of the 

Chalmers vis-à-vis that of the Fishers and the Jacobsens. There was an arch in the hall, but no ceiling 

roses, cornices or plinth blocks in any rooms. The mantelpieces survived and their relative 

decorativeness decreased from parlour to dining room to master bedroom to second bedroom (Figure 

6-20). The room sizes decreased in a similar fashion, although the master bedroom and the dining 

room were basically the same size.198 

 

 

 
197 Andrea Kaston Tange, Architectural Identities: Domesticity, Literature and the Victorian Middle Classes 
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2010), 39. 
198 The parlour was 18.2 m2, the master bedroom 13.5 m2, the dining room 13.4 m2 and the second bedroom 
12.3 m2. 
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Figure 6-19. The floor plan, Clitheroe Cottage. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Room 3 the dining 

room, Room 4 the kitchen, Room 5 the scullery, Room 6 the pantry and Rooms 7 and 8 were bedrooms. Source: 

M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 6-20. The fireplaces, Clitheroe Cottage. Clockwise from top left: the parlour, the master bedroom, the 

dining room and the second bedroom. Images: M. Hennessey (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

James “retired” from Canterbury Tramways, at the ripe old age of 44.199 The newspaper articles that 

reported this event both used the term ‘retired’ but it is reported elsewhere that he went back to 

work at the railway workshops after this.200 Regardless, his employers were fulsome in their praise of 

James’s work for the company, describing him as “zealous, skilful and prudent.”201 He had managed 

to clear £3000 of debt and return the company to a surplus, in spite of heavy competition.202 The 

employees of the company held a smoke concert to mark his departure – this brings to mind images 

of people (men, probably) sitting around in a fug of smoke, blowing smoke rings and the like, or 

perhaps competitive blowing of smoke rings. The most satisfactory definition of a smoke concert 

comes from the Oxford Dictionary of English, which describes it as “an informal social occasion at 

which guests smoke and talk, often with light entertainment provided.”203 So, smoke rings not 

 
199 “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 4 April 1892, 2. 
200 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. 
201 “Presentation to Mr Chalmers,” Star (Christchurch), 9 April 1892, 4. 
202 “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 4 April 1892, 2. 
203 Oxford Dictionary of English, 3rd ed. (2015), s.v. “Smoke concert.” 
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guaranteed. The definition does note, though, that it is an Australian term. At this event, James was 

presented with “a very handsomely illuminated address and two silver fruit and flower stands suitably 

inscribed.”204 The newspaper report also noted that “[S]ongs were sung during the evening by Messrs 

W. S. Hayward, Clarkson, Rusk, Gilpin, Croasdaile, Lloyd and others,” an indication of just how different 

nineteenth century farewell functions were from their twenty-first century equivalent.205 Priscilla died 

just two months after James’s retirement, also aged 44.206 No will or probate was found for Priscilla. I 

cannot help but wonder if James’s departure from Canterbury Tramways had something to do with 

his wife’s health, although no mention of illness (or cause of death) is made in her death notice. 

 

James was involved in a number of organisations. Some of these were quite explicitly working class in 

focus, such as the Working Men’s Political Association.207 Others were directly related to his work, 

including the Amalgamated Society of Engineers and the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants.208 

As a result of his membership of the former, he became involved in the Board of Conciliation.209 He 

was also, as mentioned above, a freemason.210 These memberships indicate that James was deeply 

embedded in union and working class culture, and that he was active and involved in his community. 

They probably also suggest that he, to use a modern term, identified as a member of the working class, 

in spite of the house that he and Priscilla built and the managerial position that he obtained. This, in 

turn, highlights the potential disconnect between historical reality and a modern classification system. 

 

A year after Priscilla’s death, Margaret married, leaving James on his own in Clitheroe Cottage.211 

Surely James would have required a servant at this point, but no evidence has been found to suggest 

that he advertised for one. Margaret and her husband, Arthur William Woodward (a stereotyper), 

lived little more than a block away, on Purdie Street (now part of the Hagley Community College 

site).212 In 1897, James remarried, to Annetta Kinsman.213 Annetta’s brother, Edgar, owned the then 

bare section next door (49 Waller Terrace).214 Edgar, a carpenter, would build on this land the 

following year, erecting a house that was also in my sample. This one appeared to be a bay villa but 

 
204 “Presentation to Mr Chalmers,” Star (Christchurch), 9 April 1892, 4. 
205 Ibid. 
206 “Deaths,” Lyttelton Times, 22 June 1892, 1. 
207 “News of the Day,” Globe, 4 March 1882, 3. 
208 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. 
209 Ibid. “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 4 July 1898, 3. 
210 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C213. “Masonic,” Star (Christchurch), 18 January 1895, 1. 
211 “Marriages,” Star (Christchurch), 8 January 1894, 2. 
212 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1900, 311. Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1903, 227. 
Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street Names: P” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 
175-176. 
213 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
214 Canterbury Land District Deeds Index – A. 
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was in fact a bay cottage, demonstrating how similar the types appeared by this time, as the bay 

cottage had the height and pitch of its roof lowered to appear more fashionable (Figure 6-21).215 

 

 

Figure 6-21. The bay cottage Edgar Kinsman built at 49 Waller Terrace. The bay window was not original and 

nor was the window under the veranda. Although this house appeared to be a bay villa, it roof was a wide 

gable, indicating it was a cottage. Note also that the house had a sidelight on only one side of the front door, 

the only house in my sample to do so (although one of the Armson Collins houses had only one sidelight).216 

Source: M. Hennessey and K. Webb (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

James died in 1905, leaving an estate of £600.217 He left the house to Margaret, with the proviso that 

Annetta could continue to live there for three months after his death, suggesting that he thought 

Margaret had greater need of the house than Annetta.218 The contents of the house were left to 

Annetta, along with the rest of his estate.219 Annetta sold the contents later that year – this sale notice 

was noticeably smaller than that for either the Bowens or the Fishers, and included only one musical 

 
215 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1898-99, 233. 
216 This was a square villa designed for W. B. Fox in 1898. W. B. Fox Esq. house – No. 1 (1898), MB 1418 Armson 
– Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
217 “Death,” Star (Christchurch), 19 April 1905, 3. James Chalmers Probate CH5251 (1905) CH171, Archives New 
Zealand, Christchurch. 
218 James Chalmers Probate CH5251. 
219 Ibid. 
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instrument (Figure 6-22).220 But all three families did keep chickens. In 1906, the house was transferred 

to Annetta’s ownership (as executor), and then to Margaret.221 Sadly, though, Margaret died in 1907, 

“after a long and painful illness.”222 She was survived by Arthur and their four daughters, who 

continued to live in the house.223 In 1929, the house was transferred to Edith and Alice, two of Arthur 

and Margaret’s daughters.224 They sold it the following year, but Arthur continued to live there until 

the mid-late 1930s.225 

 

 

Figure 6-22. The contents of Clitheroe Cottage that were sold following James’s death in 1905. Source: 

“Advertisements,” Press, 8 July 1905, 16. 

 

 
220 “Advertisements,” Press, 8 July 1905, 16. 
221 Certificate of title 135/187. 
222 “Deaths,” Star (Christchurch), 30 March 1907, 5. 
223 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1910, 234.  
224 Certificate of title 135/187. 
225 Ibid. Arthur was listed as the occupation of the house until 1936 – in 1938, there was a new occupant. 
Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1936, 297; 1938, 306. 
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In the context of James’s working class background, the decision to build a bay villa was perhaps a 

surprising one – possibly not what you would call ‘prudent’, a term that seems more likely to be 

associated with the construction of an “orderly” standard villa.226 James was a man who was clearly 

very much in and of the working class, and he and Priscilla might have been expected to build a good 

solid standard villa. But the stories outlined in the preceding chapter have already indicated that while 

class might have affected the type of house people built, it was but one of a number of factors at play. 

The reasons why James and Priscilla made the choice they did cannot be known from this distance, 

but understanding the broader context of house construction in nineteenth century Christchurch and 

James and Priscilla’s lives provides some clues. In this regard, there is another aspect to James and 

Priscilla’s decision-making that is important. Like a number of builders in the Avon loop, and Prudence 

and Thomas McClurg of Bassett Street, James and Priscilla put more emphasis on decorating the 

exterior of their house than the interior. In the case of the Avon loop builders, it was argued that, for 

people with little money, this may have been one way to demonstrate to the world that they were 

better off than their house might otherwise have suggested. This could also have been true of the 

Chalmers, who, like these builders, built a relatively small house (although much bigger than the Avon 

loop houses) on a relatively small section. It may also indicate why the Chalmers built a bay villa, rather 

than a standard one. There may also be some clues in the name they gave the house: Clitheroe 

Cottage. On the one hand, they may have referred to the house as a ‘cottage’ for the alliteration, or 

because of the simplicity it suggested. But it may also indicate that James and Priscilla drew more 

design inspiration from the bay cottage than the bay villa and saw their house as having more in 

common with the latter than the former. 

 

Unlike the builders of standard villas, James and Priscilla may not have been as concerned about fitting 

in. And perhaps, too, if James was something of a leader at work and in his broader working 

community, building in a style that drew inspiration from the elite fitted with his position in his sector 

of society. This is a tempting argument, but perhaps somewhat tenuous. It is also one that is 

counteracted to a certain extent by the example of Margaret and William Hargreaves, William having 

clearly been a leader in his community. Again, this underscores the complexities of trying to interpret 

why people built the houses they did, and the challenges of trying to understand and interpret 

personal choice. In the end, the argument I feel most comfortable making is that, when they decided 

to build a bay villa, James and Priscilla made a choice born of confidence (as Catherine and Charles 

Fooks did; Chapter 2). They were confident of their place in Christchurch, and James was a confident 

leader within his work, industry and class, and a man admired by his peers and employers. They were 

 
226 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 89. 
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perhaps confident, too, in the colonial venture and the opportunities it presented, and maybe some 

of that confidence and optimism came from the loosening of class strictures. 

 

6.1.4. A prominent house for a prominent man (and an almost invisible wife) 

Thomas Norrie Horsley was indeed a prominent man – and his wife, Frances, like almost all of the 

wives, was anything but. I found just three newspaper references to her, including her marriage and 

death. So, while I would like to be able to say that this was a prominent house for a prominent family, 

there are no grounds to do so. Whether this indicates that she undertook no community activities, 

supported no local causes and was not active in her local church, or whether such activities were 

simply not reported is impossible to know based on the information available.227 Thomas Horsley, 

though, was from the same mould as Ernest Oppenheim, William Hargreaves and Thomas Fisher: a 

business owner who was also very active in his community. In Thomas’s case, this activity was political 

and related to the development and promotion of industry in Christchurch. He was also a keen 

supporter of local sports and other associations. Thomas and Frances built a house that reflected 

Thomas’s local prominence and perhaps also his role in the building industry. 

 

Thomas was the son of a builder and this was how he, too, began his working life.228 Born in Auckland 

in 1855, it was also there that he started out as a builder.229 He had married Frances Amelia Busby in 

1877, and his first successful tender (for a villa) recorded in the newspapers dates to the following 

year.230 The couple remained in Auckland until c.1885, by which time they had two children.231 The 

following year, the family was in Christchurch.232 With this move came a change in job for Thomas, but 

whether it was the move that prompted the job change or vice versa is not known. Thomas set up 

shop in Christchurch as a building supplies merchant, acting as an agent for G. Wilson and Co. (a 

 
227 The stories recounted throughout indicate that, unless they (or their family members) were in trouble with 
the law or ran a business, most women were unlikely to appear in the newspapers with any regularity, unless 
they were married to a particularly prominent man, as Jane Wilson was. 
228 “Obituary,” Press, 6 July 1905, 8. 
229 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Advertisements,” New Zealand Herald, 10 December 1878, 3. 
230 There is no known relationship between Frances and James Busby, who was a key figure in the drafting and 
signing of the Treaty of Waitangi. “Marriage,” Auckland Star, 8 January 1878, 2. “Advertisements,” New 
Zealand Herald, 10 December 1878, 3. 
231 Thomas continued to own land in Auckland until at least the early 1890s. “Industrial Association,” Star 
(Christchurch), 18 March 1886, 3. “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. “Burgess Rolls for the City of Auckland Database 1872-1892,” 
Auckland Council Archives, accessed 3 August 2021, http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz/dbtw-
wpd/exec/dbtwpub.dll?BU=http://www.aucklandcity.govt.nz/dbtw-
wpd/CityArchives/FamilyHistory/ACC396/searchburgessrolls.htm&QY=find%20(RecordId%20=%2010482)%20o
r%20(RecordId%20=%2010483)&TN=ACC396&RF=View+Results&NP=2&AC=QBE_QUERY.  
232 “Industrial Association,” Star (Christchurch), 18 March 1886, 3. 
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cement manufacturing company) and the Helensville Timber Company.233 His premises were in Tuam 

Street in central Christchurch and he and his family lived on the site of the business at the outset.234 

At the time, this part of the city was a mixture of small businesses, such as blacksmiths, a range maker, 

a tent maker and a timber yard, and residential properties. It would not have been considered a 

particularly desirable place to live, given both the nature of these businesses (which would have been 

noisy and smelly) and the lack of separation between work and home – but it would have saved the 

family money as Thomas went about establishing his business.235 The residential occupants of the area 

typically had working class occupations and included a barman, a waiter, cook, a plasterer, an agent 

and a constable, giving an indication of the character of the area.236 In addition to selling cement and 

timber, Thomas sold a range of other building products, such as plasterers’ laths, lime, plaster, bricks, 

sand, hair, nails and drain pipes.237 As well as establishing his business, Thomas began to get involved 

in local affairs, joining the Christchurch Industrial Association (he was to remain a member for much 

of his life) and the Industrial Protection League of New Zealand.238 His support for local industry was 

also evident in his advertising: “Everyone using Three Bags of this Cement is giving One Day’s 

Employment to a man in the colony, and will be spent here, which is surely better than sending it away 

to other countries.”239 

 

By 1891, Thomas’s business was doing sufficiently well that he was able to buy a half-acre section in 

Linwood (named for Joseph Brittan’s house, and the land Thomas purchased was part of Joseph’s 

Rural Section 300; see Chapter 3).240 Whether or not this already had a house on it is not known, but 

the family were living there by 1892.241 This house was on Trent Street.242 Thomas quickly became 

involved in Linwood life, being elected to the Linwood Borough Council in 1893 and standing as the 

temperance party candidate for the Avon licensing district (of which Linwood was part).243 Given this 

 
233 “Municipal City Council,” Lyttelton Times, 2 November 1886, 6. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 10 
August 1887, 1. 
234 New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch), 1890, 47. 
235 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1885-86, 126. The timber yard in question was owned by Robert 
William England, father of Robert West England (architect), who built one of the houses in my sample (34 
Webb Street). 
236 Ibid. 
237 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 28 February 1890, 1. “Advertisements,” Press, 19 May 1890, 1. 
“Advertisements,” Press, 30 June 1890, 1. 
238 “Industrial Association,” Star (Christchurch), 18 March 1886, 3. “Conference of Delegates,” Press, 7 June 
1889, 5. 
239 The cement in question was Wilson’s cement, made in Auckland. “Advertisements,” Press, 3 October 1896, 
10. 
240 “Commercial,” Star (Christchurch), 31 January 1891, 2. 
241 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1892-93, 105. 
242 Ibid. Trent Street was then known as St James Street. Christchurch City Libraries, “Christchurch Street 
Names: T-V” (Christchurch: Christchurch City Libraries, 2016), 73. 
243 “Linwood Borough Election,” Press, 3 March 1893, 5. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 21 March 1894, 8. 
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political backing, it is no surprise that he opposed any new hotels being built in Linwood.244 His local 

involvement, however was not confined to the political, and he was involved with the Avonside Cricket 

Club.245 He was also a keen photographer, beating a “Mrs K. Sheppard” in an early competition.246 

 

Frances and Thomas clearly liked Linwood, and where they were living. In 1896, Thomas bought a 

section at the northern end of Trent Street, at the corner with Avonside Drive, in a mortgagee sale.247 

This was 142 Avonside Drive and no more than 300 m from where the Horsleys were living at the time. 

The section was nearly half an acre, bare and looked out over the river (and Avonside Drive, which 

might have been slightly less desirable).248 Thomas took out a mortgage the following year, and the 

family (Thomas, Frances and three children, Ethel (19), Robert (17) and Elsie (10)) was living there by 

1898.249 The house that Thomas and Frances built was an impressive one, and its position – on a large 

corner section, looking out over the river and set well back from the road – would have made it more 

so (Figure 6-23). It was also one of the few houses in my sample (beyond those built in the 1850s) that 

referenced a particular architectural style, in this case Italianate. It was two-storeyed and clad in 

rusticated weatherboards (on all elevations), with a corrugated iron roof. On the street-facing 

elevation, it had an octagonal stacked bay window, a veranda and a balcony above that. The octagonal 

bay window was the defining Italianate feature, and more commonly seen on houses in Auckland and 

Wellington than in Christchurch. In fact, few other nineteenth or early twentieth century houses in 

Christchurch were quite so distinctively and elaborately Italianate as this one, although numerous 

houses had Italianate features – the brackets in the gable of Cotswold House, for example, could be 

considered Italianate.250 This bay had round-headed windows and was decorated with keystones, 

dentils, brackets, panelling and Corinthian columns (Figure 6-24). It was very similar to the bays on 

Allendale House and two houses on Symonds Street, all Auckland houses.251 Both the veranda and 
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Canterbury, 1885, Land Information New Zealand. 
248 Ibid. One of the other builders in my sample, William Judge, had owned this section in the mid-1880s.  
249 Ibid. “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/.Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1898-99, 223. 
250 Others identified are at 86-88 Chester Street East (CCC, “Dwelling and Setting – 86-88 Chester Street, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance.) and 110 Papanui 
Road (CCC, “Former Dwelling/School and Setting, Former Rangi Ruru/Roseneath House – 110 Papanui Road, 
Christchurch,” Christchurch City Council Heritage Assessment Statement of Significance.). 
251 “Ponsonby Combining New with Old,” Salmond Reed Architects, accessed 10 November 2021, 
https://salmondreed.co.nz/projects/combining-new-with-old. HNZPT, “House (Former), 14 Symonds Street, 
Auckland,” Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, last modified 2 May 2007, 
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/4489. HNZPT, “House (Former), 16 Symonds Street, Auckland,” 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, last modified 2 May 2007, https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-
list/details/4490.  

https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
https://salmondreed.co.nz/projects/combining-new-with-old
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/4489
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/4490
https://www.heritage.org.nz/the-list/details/4490
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balcony had turned balusters supporting the railings that ran along these. The veranda and balcony 

posts were paired and were stop-chamfered with moulded capitals. Both also had decorative wooden 

fretwork. There were brackets at the top of the balcony posts and dentils under the balcony eaves. 

There were more brackets under the eaves of the first-floor roof, along with moulded trim at the base 

of these and mouldings between the eaves brackets (Figure 6-25). The original front door had been 

modified in the twentieth century, but sufficient original fabric remained to indicate that it had had a 

moulded surround and stop-chamfered mullions and transoms. With the exception of the bay 

windows, none of the original windows remained in situ on the north elevation. None of the other 

houses in my sample had so many decorative features, particularly around the bay windows and 

eaves, and nor did any others have an octagonal bay. 

 

 

Figure 6-23. The north (street-facing) elevation, 142 Avonside Drive. The single-storey wing at right is a 

twentieth century addition and the veranda and balcony had been extended to the east during that century 

(this part of the veranda had different foundations from the 1897 build). The ground and first floor windows 

and doors associated with the veranda and the balcony were also modified during the twentieth century. 

Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 6-24. The Italianate bay, 142 Avonside Drive. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground 

Archaeology). 

 

 

Figure 6-25. The eaves brackets and moulding. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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The east elevation, which faced Trent Street, was less ornate. The eaves had been treated in the same 

way, as had the eaves on the west and south elevations, and there was an octagonal bay window on 

the ground floor. This was decorated in the same way as that on the north elevation. There was one 

other round-headed window, in the end of the veranda – although the veranda had been extended to 

the east in the twentieth century, this original window frame had been preserved, possibly from the 

original stairwell (which had been moved from inside the house to the end of the veranda). The other 

windows on this elevation had moulded window surrounds and windowsill brackets. On this elevation, 

the house narrowed twice, immediately behind the dining room, and then again at the service wing 

(the front of the house was 1.8 m wider than the rear; Figure 6-26). It is curious that the Horsleys 

chose to have the east elevation step back gradually in this way, as this would have been clearly visible 

to passers-by on Trent Street. The west elevation, which would not have been visible to a passer-by, 

did not step back at all. Presumably the Horsleys were not concerned that people would know that 

money had been saved by not building to a full rectangular footprint (as would have been the norm). 

Maybe this was because they felt that the general appearance of the house would outweigh any such 

perceptions. Or maybe they were simply unconcerned about people seeing this. 

 

The house was of a good size, having at least 12 rooms when built (Figure 6-26 and Figure 6-27). During 

the twentieth century, the house had been converted into flats, leading to a number of changes on 

the ground floor in particular and making it difficult to piece together its original layout with certainty. 

The hall had been modified to such an extent that it was not possible to establish whether or not there 

had been a hall arch or a ceiling rose, but it did narrow just south of the wall that separated the dining 

and family rooms. The two front rooms – a drawing and a dining room – both had ceiling roses and 

cornices, and both rooms also had a plaster arch and consoles in the entrances to the bay windows 

(Rooms 2 and 5; Figure 6-28). On this basis, it is likely that the hall also had at least a ceiling rose, if 

not also a cornice and hall arch. The drawing room is likely to have been the west front room (Room 

5), with the bay window that faced Avonside Drive, and the dining room would have been the east 

front room (Room 2). The room behind the dining room is likely to have been a family space, such as 

a breakfast, morning or sitting room (Room 3). It did not have a cornice, but did have a ceiling rose, 

which was significantly smaller than those in the drawing and dining rooms, confirming its function as 

a family space, rather than as a public one. This room had a corner fireplace – such fireplaces were 

not common features of the period and only one other house in my sample had one. None of the 

original fireplaces or their surrounds remained in situ at the time of archaeological recording. The 
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drawing, dining and family rooms were all lined with lath and plaster, but the original linings had been 

removed from the hall and kitchen (Room 4).  

 

 

Figure 6-26. The ground floor plan, 142 Avonside Drive. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the dining room, Room 

3 a family room, Room 4 the kitchen and Room 5 the drawing room. The lean-to at the rear is likely to have 

contained at least two rooms. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 6-27. The first-floor plan, 142 Avonside Drive. Room 6 was the hall and Rooms 7-10 were bedrooms, 

with Room 9 possibly a servant’s bedroom. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology) and 

K. Watson. 
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Figure 6-28. The bay window in the drawing room (Room5), showing the plaster arch and console, looking 

northwest. Source: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

Behind the kitchen was a small service wing. This had been modified in the twentieth century and the 

only physical evidence of it that survived was the ceiling, which indicated that the wing was just one 

storey, with a gable roof (Figure 6-29). The ceiling was lined with match-lining and it is likely that the 

walls originally were too. The extent of modifications in this area, along with the fact that it was not 

safe to access part of this wing during the archaeological recording, mean that it is not clear exactly 

how many rooms it had, but there are likely to have been a pantry and a scullery at least.  
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Figure 6-29. One of the service rooms at the rear of the house, looking east, showing the original ceiling and 

roofline (in the twentieth century, an extension was added above this). Source: L. Tremlett (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

The upstairs rooms consisted of the hall (Room 6) and four bedrooms (Rooms 7-10). The master 

bedroom (Room 7) would have been above the drawing room and, like that room, had a ceiling rose, 

and arch and consoles on the entrance to the bay window, but no ceiling cornice, a subtle reminder 

that it was a room of lesser status. The room above the dining room (another bedroom; Room 8) also 

had a ceiling rose, of identical design to that in the master bedroom – this was a different design to 

those used in the drawing and dining rooms, and was larger than that in the family room on the ground 

floor. The two rear bedrooms also had identical ceiling roses, which were the same as that in the family 

room. It is possible that Room 9 was a servant’s bedroom, as this room was the only one that did not 

have a fireplace and was the smallest of the bedrooms, suggesting that it may have been of lower 

status. At 12.4 m2, though, this was significantly bigger than the 3.6 m2 servant’s bedroom in the 

Jacobsens’ house at 85 Hawford Road. There is no evidence to suggest that the Horsleys employed 

servants (in the form of newspaper advertisements for such), and even if they had, the servant may 

not have lived in. The evidence from the Armson Collins plans for late nineteenth and early twentieth 
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century houses of a similar nature indicates some variability in this matter, with some having a live-in 

servant and others not.252 

 

The construction of this house coincided neatly with Thomas’s growing prominence in Linwood. In 

November 1897, he was elected mayor of Linwood and hosted a mayoral supper shortly thereafter.253 

I would love to think that this was held in his impressive new house, but I suspect it was not complete 

at the time. He would serve two terms as mayor (these were a year each), and at the same time took 

on a number of other responsibilities, becoming involved with the Avonside Young Men’s Club, the 

Linwood Rifle Corps and the East Christchurch School Committee.254 In addition, he was a Justice of 

the Peace.255 At the same time, work must have got busier too, for in 1898, he took over Henry Kirk’s 

brickworks in St Martins (a Christchurch suburb).256 He was also a provisional director of the proposed 

Agricultural and Industrial Hall, along with men such as Robert England senior (father of the architect 

R. W. England, discussed above), John Anderson (of Anderson’s foundry), George Gould (described by 

Trevor Burnard as one of Christchurch’s most important businessmen),257 G. E. Rhodes (a member of 

the Rhodes family, one of the most prominent in nineteenth century Canterbury), and the 

aforementioned Henry Kirk and Hugh Murray-Aynsley.258 This, then, was a collection of particularly 

prominent men in the city. But the workload. There are signs this began to take its toll on Thomas. In 

late 1899, there was a rumour that he was going to be resigning from the Linwood Volunteer Corps 

due to his work commitments, and he did not stand for mayor again in that year.259 A year later, he 

 
252 For example, S. S. Blackburne’s 1898 house in Armagh Street did not have a servant’s room and nor did C. J. 
Price’s 1899 house in Avonside, but G. E. Way’s house in Cashmere (1898) and R. C Bishop’s house in 
Cambridge Terrace (1902) did. S. S. Blackburne house (1898), 158814, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural 
Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. C. J. Price Esq. – house (1899), 158831, MB 1418 Armson – 
Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. G. E. Way Esq. house (1898), 158811, MB 
1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. R. C. Bishop Esq. house 
(1902), 158863, MB 1418 Armson – Collins Architectural Drawing Collection, Macmillan Brown Library. 
253 “Mayoral Elections,” Star (Christchurch), 17 November 1897, 3. “Town and Country,” Lyttelton Times, 17 
December 1897, 5. 
254 “Linwood,” Star (Christchurch), 21 November 1898, 3. “Meeting of Societies,” Star (Christchurch), 7 April 
1898, 4. “The Volunteers,” Press, 1 November 1898, 5. “School Committees,” Lyttelton Times, 7 November 
1898, 3. 
255 “Magisterial,” Star (Christchurch), 22 April 1898, 3. 
256 Kirk built one of the other houses in my sample, a rental property in Sumner (80 Wiggins Street). “News of 
the Day,” Press, 7 December 1898, 4. 
257 Trevor Burnard, “An Artisanal Town: The Economic Sinews of Christchurch,” in Southern Capital, 
Christchurch: Towards a City Biography 1850-2000, ed. by John Cookson and Graeme Dunstall (Christchurch: 
Canterbury University Press, 2000), 134-135. 
258 “The Proposed Agricultural and Industrial Hall,” Press, 7 December 1898, 6. 
259 “News of the Day,” Press, 28 August 1899, 4. “Local and General,” Star (Christchurch), 2 September 1899, 5. 
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stepped down as chair of the building committee for the Jubilee Industrial Exhibition, due to poor 

health.260 He did, however, still have a display at the exhibition (Figure 6-30).261 

 

 

Figure 6-30. The details of Thomas Horsley’s company’s display at the Jubilee exhibition in 1900. This gives an 

insight into the range of products the company sold. Thomas’s purchase of Henry Kirk’s brickworks enabled 

his firm to manufacture and sell a range of clay-based products. Source: “Jubilee Exhibition,” Star 

(Christchurch), 17 November 1900, 6. 

 

Illness did not slow Thomas down for long, though. A lot of brickmaking activity took place in the early 

years of the twentieth century – new brick-making machinery was installed at his brickworks in St 

Martins (which he co-owned with his brother following his brother’s arrival in Christchurch in 1900) 

and a couple of years later, he joined forces with Wigram Brothers to form the Christchurch Brick 

Company.262 A footnote to the brick-making story indicates more of the connections between the 

houses in my sample: John Lomas (one-time occupant of 61 Bangor Street, in the Avon loop) inspected 

Thomas’s brickworks in Springfield in the early twentieth century.263 It was also brick-making that took 

Thomas to San Francisco in 1903, his second trip to the United States.264 Community and political 

affairs also continued to keep him busy, too: he was on the committee for the Christchurch Canal 

League and the Christchurch City Council, he took up bowls, he helped run the local library, he 

attended things (garden parties and banquets, for the most part), he was a member of the 

 
260 “Jubilee Exhibition,” Lyttelton Times, 29 September 1900, 5. 
261 “Jubilee Exhibition,” Star (Christchurch), 17 November 1900, 6. 
262 “Machine-made bricks,” Press, 1 May 1902, 3. “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 14 July 1903, 1. 
“Personals,” Sun (Christchurch), 6 July 1918, 7. 
263 “The Coal Commission,” Lyttelton Times, 3 April 1901, 3. 
264 “Local and General News,” New Zealand Herald, 12 August 1901, 4. Untitled, Auckland Star, 6 August 1903, 
4. 
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Christchurch Beautifying Association and he was involved with the Canterbury Political Reform 

League. 265 This was a forerunner of today’s National Party, an indication of Thomas’s right-leaning 

politics. 

Throughout all of this, there is nothing of Frances in the newspapers. She was not completely invisible, 

however. In 1900, Thomas transferred the land and house to her and she owned it until her death 

(after which the house was transferred back to Thomas, who owned it until his death). In 1901, Frances 

mortgaged the property to Margaret Frances Preston. This I find particularly fascinating. Margaret was 

the daughter of an Anglican minister who had been based in Geraldine, South Canterbury, for several 

years.266 Following his death in 1898, Margaret, her mother and her sisters moved to Christchurch (to 

Merivale), where they were resident by c.1905.267 James left no will and no probate has been found. 

Where and how did Margaret come by the money to fund a mortgage? Presumably it from was her 

father (her mother died in 1908 and left her a small sum).268 How did she and Frances know each 

other? Margaret is almost as elusive in the documentary record as Frances.269 This connection, though, 

offers up tantalising possibilities with regards to understanding the networks and financial 

relationships between women in the early twentieth century.270 

 

In the 1910s, Thomas also began to disappear from view, perhaps finally slowing down. His company 

continued to operate, and in the 1920s he more trips overseas.271 In 1931, Thomas and Frances’s 

eldest child, Ethel, died, never having married.272 In her memory, her parents installed a stained glass 

window in the Church of the Most Holy Trinity, Avonside (destroyed by the earthquakes), where Ethel 

 
265 The Christchurch Canal League was formed to lobby for the formation of a port and canal in the estuary. 
“The Canal League,” Star (Christchurch), 22 April 1909, 1. “The Mayor Returns Thanks,” Star (Christchurch), 29 
April 1909, 1. “Bowling,” Lyttelton Times, 25 February 1910, 5. “Linwood Library,” Star (Christchurch), 25 June 
1910, 8. “Beautifying Association,” Star (Christchurch), 24 March 1911, 1. “Canterbury Political Reform 
League,” Press, 28 March 1912, 7. 
266 Macdonald, Macdonald Biography”, P545. 
267 Ibid. New Zealand Electoral Roll (Christchurch north), 1905-06, 100. 
268 Anna Preston Probate CH6458 (1908) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
269 Her name does appear in the newspaper, generally in relation to playing bridge (for charity) or donating 
money or apples to various charities. She was also involved in the Canterbury Pilgrims’ Association. “’The 
Press’ Belgium Fund List,” Press, 4 May 1915, 5. “The Dominion’s Help,” Lyttelton Times, 12 June 1915, 14. 
“Canterbury Pilgrims’ Association,” Press, 27 June 1932, 9. “Bridge Party,” Star (Christchurch), 12 July 1932, 9. 
270 See Catherine Bishop’s work for a detailed analysis of these. Catherine Bishop, “Commerce Was a Woman: 
Women in Business in Colonial Sydney and Wellington” (PhD, Australian National University, 2012). Catherine 
Bishop, Women Mean Business: Colonial Businesswomen in New Zealand (Dunedin: Otago University Press, Te 
Whare Tā o Te Wānanga o Ōtākou, 2019). 
271 “California, U.S., Arriving Passenger and Crew Lists, 1882-1959,” Ancestry, accessed 5 November 2020, 
https://www.ancestry.com/search/collections/7949/. “Washington, U.S., Arriving and Departing Passenger 
and Crew Lists, 1882-1965,” Ancestry, accessed 5 November 2020, 
https://www.ancestry.com/search/collections/8945/. 
272 “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
“Memorial Window,” Press, 12 December 1932, 2. 

https://www.ancestry.com/search/collections/7949/
https://www.ancestry.com/search/collections/8945/
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/
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was an active member of the congregation and had sung in the choir for many years.273 This raises the 

possibility that it was the Anglican faith that provided the connection between the Horsleys and 

Margaret Preston, either through Ethel or her parents. The only clue that Thomas at least may have 

attended the church is that he left the rather small sum of £10 to Holy Trinity, as a contribution 

towards the costs of completing the tower.274 This church was pretty much over the back fence from 

the house at 142 Avonside Drive. Frances died in 1934.275 She left no will, but her estate was valued 

at £2200.276 Thomas lived on until 1948, leaving an estate worth £38,000.277 In addition to the bequest 

to Holy Trinity, Thomas left money to the Salvation Army, St Saviours Orphanage and Nurse Maude, 

along with various family members.278 Following Thomas’s death, the house passed to Elsie.279 She 

owned the land until 1966.280 

 

Frances and Thomas built a prominent house, in a prominent location, and it came to fit Thomas’s 

position in the city. It stood on a generously sized corner section, on one of the city’s major 

thoroughfares, looking out over the river. This was in stark contrast to their first home in Christchurch, 

in the heart of the city, surrounded by light industry and working-class people. It is also consistent 

with the Victorian desire to separate work and home from the city (discussed in Chapter 2). They chose 

to build their house in the suburb of Linwood, one they were already familiar with, and one that 

Thomas’s activities indicate he was strongly connected to. This was a suburb that had been home to 

a number of the elite in the early years of European settlement, including Joseph Brittan and his 

brother, William Guise (see Chapter 3). This part of Avonside Drive was sparsely settled when the 

Horsleys built there, in spite of its proximity to the city.281 Some of the houses that would have been 

extant at that time were still standing in the 1940s, and it is clear from aerial photographs taken then 

that these were large houses, on large sections.282 With their outlook over the river, this area 

epitomised the Victorian suburban ideal. 

 

 
273 As discussed in Chapter 3, the first church on this site was designed by Charles Fooks, of 73 River Road. Ibid. 
274 Thomas Norrie Horsley Probate CH27460 (1948) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
275 “Deaths,” Press, 16 June 1934, 1. 
276 Frances Amelia Horsley Probate CH927 (1955) CH171, Archives New Zealand, Christchurch. 
277 Gillian Page, “Thomas Norrie Horsley,” Ancestry, accessed 3 August 2021, 
https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/164966933/person/312144380229/facts?_phsrc=RBn121&_phstart=successSource. 
278 Page, “Thomas Norrie Horsley.” 
279 Certificate of title 61/93. Certificate of title 110/19. 
280 Ibid. 
281 Wises New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1898-99, p.223. 
282 Canterbury Maps Historic Aerial Imagery, accessed 18 January 2022, 
https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/CanterburyHistoricAerialImagery/. 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/164966933/person/312144380229/facts?_phsrc=RBn121&_phstart=successSource
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/164966933/person/312144380229/facts?_phsrc=RBn121&_phstart=successSource
https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/CanterburyHistoricAerialImagery/
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In its scale, the size of its section and its position, Frances and Thomas’s house indicated affluence, as 

any big house did. Its style, though, is more interesting. As noted above, it was built in the Italianate 

style, which does not seem to have been common in domestic architecture in Christchurch. In New 

Zealand, Italianate houses are perhaps most frequently seen in Auckland and Wellington. William 

Toomath has drawn a line between these houses and those in San Francisco, and it is true that the 

same style is seen in all three cities.283 Like Charles Fooks, William Bowen and Theodore Jacobsen (and 

William Twyneham, the subject of the next story), Thomas worked in the building industry, and would 

have been well aware of trends in house design – as well as having access to building materials at 

wholesale prices. His design inspiration may have been other Italianate houses in the city, or through 

building supply catalogues, or perhaps through visits to Auckland. Given that he had business 

connections with the city, as well as land and family there, it is likely that Thomas visited Auckland 

upon occasion.284 My data suggests that this is a style that was unusual and would have stood out in 

late nineteenth century Christchurch, thus adding to the prominence of the house. My data also 

suggests, however, that this was not a particularly fashionable style in the city. Arguably, then, the 

Horsleys chose to follow their own path when choosing the style of their house, selecting one that 

suited them and their tastes, rather than simply following what was fashionable. Could this have been 

because the Italianate style featured relatively ornately moulded timber, that these were items 

Thomas sold in his business, and that he wished to promote them? Could this also explain the 

abundance of plaster work inside the house (which was greater than that recorded in other similar 

houses)? It could, but perhaps also Thomas had an affinity for things American, and particularly from 

San Francisco (as evidenced by his subsequent travels there), and thus chose to build in a style with 

American antecedents. Regardless, it is clear that Frances and Thomas chose to build in a way that 

would very quickly come to echo Thomas’s prominent position within both Linwood and Christchurch 

itself. While he had not yet achieved that position when they built the house, he was already well on 

the way there. 

 

6.1.5. Seeking security, stability and improvement? 

Annie Twyneham (née Denne) might not have had the most settled start in life.285 She was born in 

Canterbury in 1859, the daughter of Jessy and Clement Denne.286 Her mother was the youngest of 

 
283 William Toomath, Built in New Zealand: The Houses We Live In (Auckland: HarperCollins, 1996), 83-101. 
284 The passengers on domestic ships were listed in nineteenth century newspapers, but only with their 
surnames. As such, while there are Horsleys listed as travelling between Auckland and Christchurch in the late 
nineteenth century, it is not possible to prove that any of these were Thomas. 
285 Annie’s full maiden name was Emily Anne Denne, but she was known as Annie. 
286 Jessey’s name was also spelled ‘Jessie’ and ‘Jessy’. Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” D215. “Jury List For 
1860,” Lyttelton Times, 19 May 1860, 2. 
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nine children of the Cole family, who were millers from Suffolk.287 Several of these siblings made the 

journey to Christchurch in the 1850s, with Elizabeth, John, Henry and Miles arriving at the start of 

1856, and Jessy and Arthur (along with his wife, Charlotte) arriving at the end of the same year.288 

Their father, also John, and his wife (name unconfirmed, due to confusion about the two Johns in the 

sources, at least one of whom married more than once) also came to New Zealand in the 1860s.289 

Jessy’s first marriage was to Clement William Denne, when she was just 18.290 He was 38.291 A little 

over a year later, Clement was dead, having drowned in the Rakaia River.292 This left Jessy alone with 

young Annie, born earlier that year.293 

 

Clement was a stockowner and a partner in Sandridge station.294 While George Macdonald identifies 

this station as having been in the Heathcote valley, Jessy’s affidavit at the time of Clement’s death 

states that it was in Rakaia (and refers to it as Sandwich Station, which, under different circumstances, 

might have been quite delightful).295 L. G. D. Acland, who wrote the definitive account of Canterbury’s 

pastoral stations, makes no mention of Sandridge station.296 The other partners in the station were 

Jessy’s father, John senior, and William Derisley Wood, a miller.297 John senior was also a miller by 

trade, but was described as being on the station in the court documents relating to Clement’s 

estate.298 Jessy was also living at the station.299 This property was of 4000 acres and, at the time of 

Clement’s death, had 48 cattle, about 20 pigs and two horses.300 Together, this and various sundry 

items were worth £651.301 Clement died intestate, however, and it is not clear to what extent Jessy or 

Annie benefited from this.302 However, when she remarried in 1861, Jessy was described as being of 

Sandridge station, suggesting that, at the very least, she was still living there.303 

 
287 Anthony Eddy, “Jessy Cole,” Ancestry, accessed 5 August 2021, https://www.ancestry.com/family-
tree/person/tree/119289616/person/140185728574/facts.  
288 “Advertisements,” Lyttelton Times, 5 January 1856, 4. “Shipping News,” Lyttelton Times, 24 December 1856, 
7. Egmont Passenger List, 1856, Christchurch City Libraries. Isabella Hercus Passenger List, 1855, Christchurch 
City Libraries. 
289 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” C464. 
290 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” D215. 
291 Ibid. 
292 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” D215. Clement William Denne Probate CH302 (1859) CH171, Archives 
New Zealand, Christchurch. 
293 Macdonald, “Macdonald Dictionary,” D215. 
294 Ibid. 
295 Ibid. Clement William Denne Probate. 
296 L. G. D. Acland, The Early Canterbury Runs (4th ed., Christchurch: Whitcoulls, 1975). 
297 Clement William Denne Probate. 
298 Ibid. 
299 Ibid. 
300 Ibid. 
301 Ibid. 
302 Ibid. 
303 “Married,” Lyttelton Times, 14 August 1861, 4. 

https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/119289616/person/140185728574/facts
https://www.ancestry.com/family-tree/person/tree/119289616/person/140185728574/facts
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Jessy’s second marriage was to Leonard Stace, who seems like he was an unreliable chap. He had 

arrived in New Zealand in 1851 with his parents.304 At around the time he married Jessy, he held the 

leases for three pastoral runs in the headwaters of the Rakaia and Rangitata rivers, but he had 

disposed of these by 1864.305 Exactly what Leonard did next is not clear, but he was in and out of court 

more often most of the builders in my sample.306 The charges were generally fairly minor, the most 

egregious being “riding furiously” on Oxford Terrace and using abusive language.307 By the late 1870s, 

he and Jessy had three children, and things were starting to go seriously wrong.308 In 1879, his 

household goods, along with a dray, cow, calf and poultry, were sold as the result of a court case.309 It 

is likely that this sale also precipitated the family’s move from the east end of Cashel Street to Olliviers 

Road in Ferrymead.310 Just a few months later, Leonard and his business partner, William Smart, were 

declared insolvent (the pair had been operating as limeburners and commission agents, a somewhat 

curious combination).311 In early 1881, Jessy was widowed again, when Leonard died of typhoid, a 

disease that was particularly rampant in Christchurch until cesspits were outlawed.312 Jessy’s third 

husband (yes, she married again, in 1884 – a triumph of optimism over experience, or a reflection of 

the realities of women’s lives in the nineteenth century?) also died in unfortunate circumstances – 

after a lifetime’s struggle with money, he died in a police cell after being charged with obtaining money 

using false pretences.313 His death was determined to be a suicide.314 

 

Annie married in 1883, and it is easy to see how this might have felt like an escape from the turmoil 

of the preceding years.315 Her new husband was William Twyneham, a builder who had arrived in 

Christchurch from Yorkshire in 1879.316 Upon arrival, he had gone into business with George 
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Bradshaw, one of his shipmates.317 Nothing further is known about this business, and William was 

operating on his own account by 1885, when he went bankrupt.318 He was working on his own account 

again when the house was built, meaning that his occupation was middle class.319 By 1885 the couple 

were living in Linwood, had two children and would have a third the next year and a fourth – Clement 

Denne – in 1888.320 There is little further record of their activities during this period. By c.1887, the 

family was living on Olliviers Road, just two doors down from Annie’s mother and her third husband, 

William Hamilton Ennis Pinching.321 They subsequently moved to the east end of Kilmore Street and 

then the east end of Armagh Street, remaining for two or three years at each place.322 Jessy, who had 

not remarried, died whilst living with Annie and William at Kilmore Street, in 1891.323 No will or 

probate has been found for her. 

 

In August 1897, Annie purchased two adjacent sections (totalling a quarter-acre) on Cambridge 

Terrace, for £125.324 These sections sat on a slight rise above the road and looked south over the Avon 

River. They were, in fact, just over the river – and Barbadoes Street – from the Avon loop. Whether 

Annie’s purchase reflects that she had money of her own or this was simply an attempt to protect the 

land in case of further financial trouble is not known. The Twynehams built two identical houses here, 

at 327 and 329 Cambridge Terrace (only the latter is in my sample). Given William’s occupation, it is 

reasonable to assume that he had a role to play in their construction. Annie took out a mortgage 

shortly after buying the sections and the family were listed as living at 329 Cambridge Terrace in 

1898.325 The house that Annie and William built was a single-storey bay villa, clad in standard 

weatherboards, with a corrugated iron roof, and was quite similar in appearance to the house built by 

the Jacobsens (Figure 6-31). The bay had a hipped roof and a rectangular bay window, with just two 

windows in the front of the bay (as at 47 Waller Terrace). The bay window had brackets and a 

protruding roof with moulded eaves under this. To the right (east) of the bay was a veranda, with 

wooden stop-chamfered posts and moulded capitals. The veranda had never had any fretwork. Above 

the veranda were eaves brackets, which were also present on the sides of the house. The front door 

was a two-panel door and the door surround had stop-chamfered mullions and transoms. The window 
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320 Ibid. “Births, Deaths and Marriages Online,” Te Tari Taiwhenua, 
https://www.bdmhistoricalrecords.dia.govt.nz/. 
321 Wise’s New Zealand Post Office Directory, 1887-88, 114. 
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under the veranda was a double sash window, with no decorative features. All the original sash 

windows were single pane windows. 

 

 

Figure 6-31. The street-facing (south) elevation of 329 Cambridge Terrace, which was largely original. Source: 

F. Bradley (Underground Overground Archaeology). 

 

The house had 10 rooms when it was built and was 123.5 m2, putting it just below the average bay 

villa size (Figure 6-32). At the front of the house was a parlour (complete with ceiling rose and cornice; 

Room 2) and a bedroom (with a ceiling rose; Room 7). In addition, the bay window had a timber 

panelled ceiling and a moulded surround (Figure 6-33). The front hall had a cornice, but no ceiling 

rose, and the back hall (behind the hall arch) had neither. Only one other room had any ceiling 

decoration – this was a small ceiling rose in the back-most bedroom (Room 4), which was significantly 

less ornate than those in the two front rooms. The bedroom between it and the parlour (Room 3) had 

been stripped of its original fittings and linings when it was converted to a bathroom in the twentieth 

century, but it probably had a ceiling rose when built. When the house was complete, the children 

ranged in age from 10 to 15, and no doubt the two girls shared one bedroom and the two boys shared 

the other. There had originally been fireplaces in the parlour, the master bedroom and the kitchen, 

but none remained when the house was demolished. The skirting boards in the front rooms were 

deeper than those in the rear rooms. The hall, parlour and bedrooms were all lined with lath and 

plaster, as was – unusually – the pantry (Room 5). The kitchen was lined with wainscoting, and lath 
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and plaster above this. The additional service rooms (a scullery, bathroom and possibly a washhouse) 

were lined with match-lining. 

 

 

Figure 6-32. The layout, 329 Cambridge Terrace. Room 1 was the hall, Room 2 the parlour, Rooms 3, 4 and 7 

were bedrooms, Room 5 the pantry (albeit somewhat annoyingly positioned), Room 6 the kitchen, Room 8 a 

scullery, Room 9 a bathroom and Room 10 may have been a washhouse. Source: F. Bradley (Underground 

Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 
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Figure 6-33. The timber panelled ceiling in the bay window of the parlour. Source: F. Bradley (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

The following year, Annie sold 327 Cambridge Terrace.326 Whether the Twynehams had always 

intended to sell that house shortly after it was completed, or had built it as a rental property, is not 

known. There is no evidence that they were under any financial pressure that might have forced a 

sale, and thus it may be that it was always going to be sold quickly. By this time Annie had become 

involved with Our Father’s Church.327 This was a free church formed by James O'Bryen Dott Richard 

Hoare, who was the vicar at St John’s in Latimer Square (the same church that Jane Wilson attended), 

from 1865. He was later vicar at St Paul’s in Papanui, before leaving that church in 1892 to found Our 

Father’s Church. He was by all accounts a particularly popular preacher.328 Hoare founded Our Father’s 

Church in 1894, on the following principles: “(1) The Power of life; (2) The Brotherhood of man; (3) 

Constant advance; (4) The Reign of law; (5) The Sacredness of all things; (6) The Divinity of man; and 

(7) The Solidarity of the Human race.”329 There was a group associated with the church who undertook 

“the special study of Mental Science.”330 The church was disbanded in 1908.331 
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Annie owned 329 Cambridge Terrace, and she and William mostly lived there, until 1920.332 I say 

‘mostly’, because William was living in Ashburton in 1919 and, the following year, would advertise for 

board and lodging in that town, but Annie remained at 329 Cambridge Terrace.333 It is possible that 

this was a temporary arrangement related to work but could also indicate that the couple had 

separated. This may have happened as early as 1914, when William was recorded as living at the Star 

and Garter Hotel (which was but a stone’s throw from the house, and this information could just as 

easily have been an error on the part of those collecting the data for the electoral roll).334 William died 

in 1925, in Ashburton, leaving his estate of £459 to Annie.335 Annie lived in various places in 

Christchurch over the 20 years following the sale of the house, including Rhodes Street, Bealey 

Avenue, Worcester Street and Webb Street – a much less settled existence than the preceding 20 

years.336 She died in Christchurch in 1943, but no will or probate has been found.337 

 

There is a side note here, too, that provides further insight into Annie’s family. Annie was not the only 

member of the Cole family to build a house in my sample. Her first cousin, Herbert, son of John Cole 

junior, built a house at 37 River Road with his wife, Fanny (Figure 6-34). This was also a single bay villa, 

built in c.1886, and quite similar in appearance to Annie and William’s house, demonstrating just how 

little houses had changed in the intervening period.338 The Coles’ house did not have a bay window, 

and nor did it have eaves brackets. It was somewhat bigger (137.8 m2), although with fewer rooms 

(nine). At the time the house was built, Herbert was a salesman and would go on to start a business 

with Tommy Taylor, a key voice in the movement for prohibition and later a prominent local 

politician.339 Herbert was also a prohibitionist, as was Fanny.340 So staunchly so, that by 1897, she was 

secretary of the Women’s Christian Temperance Union.341 Kate Sheppard was president.342 In what 

may or may not have been a random coincidence, Annie and William’s older son, Roy (who was quite 
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a talented sportsperson), married a daughter of Ada and Henry Wells.343 Ada was another significant 

colonial feminist. When Fanny and Herbert’s house was demolished, a ticket from a women’s suffrage 

lecture Fanny had attended was found in the roof, complete with details of an appointment in New 

Brighton on the rear (Figure 6-35). 

 

 

Figure 6-34. The house that Fanny and Herbert Cole (the latter being Annie’s first cousin) built at 37 River 

Road. There was originally a veranda and the French doors at right are a later addition, probably replacing a 

Chicago window. Image: K. Webb and L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology). 
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Figure 6-35. The ticket found in the roof of Fanny and Herbert Cole’s house. It was for a lecture given by the 

Reverend Leonard Isitt (a friend of the Coles) in April 1894, at the Oddfellows Hall.344 The stamp on the back 

references the WCTU offices at the time (on the west side of Manchester Street, between Tuam and Lichfield 

streets).345 It is not clear what the 7:15pm Friday appointment was. Source: M. Lillo Bernabeu (Underground 

Overground Archaeology). 

 

Comparing the Twynehams to the Bowens is a useful exercise. Being a business owner, William Bowen 

had a middle-class occupation at the time the Bowen house was built, as did William Twyneham. Both 

men were builders (although William Bowen was markedly more successful), presumably giving them 

access to cheaper materials and/or labour than, say, the Chalmers. It may also have meant that they 

were more aware of what was fashionable, and current trends in building. The houses were built five 

years apart, but the two families chose to build different forms. The Bowens’ house was slightly bigger 

in terms of square metres, but the Twynehams’ house had more rooms. As such, the rooms in the 

former would have been more generously proportioned. Ellen and William’s house also stood on a 

much bigger section than Annie and William’s. Inside, the Bowens’ house had slightly more ceiling 

decoration (as it happens, the ceiling roses in the parlours were all but identical; Figure 6-36). The 

Bowens’ house would probably have cost more to build, in spite of the fact that it was a house form 

with working class associations, while the Twynehams’ house was a form with middle/upper middle-

class associations. This highlights what has already been demonstrated by the stories recounted to 

date: while there was a general pattern with regards to class, wealth, house form and house size, there 

was not always a direct relationship between these variables. 
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Figure 6-36. The ceiling roses from the parlours at the Twynehams’ house (left) and the Bowens’ house (right). 

These were all but identical, with only the external ring of decoration being different. Source: F. Bradley 

(Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

What was most telling in terms of the Twynehams’ status was what was inside the house. Unlike the 

Chalmers and the Bowens, the Twynehams chose to forgo a dining room and, unlike the Jacobsens, 

they did not have live-in servants. This somewhat neatly encapsulates the Twynehams’ status: they 

did not move in circles where entertaining guests for dinner was expected or where a live-in servant 

was required. In the absence of advertisements for a servant, it is not clear whether or not any servant 

was employed. By the time the Twynehams moved into this house, their eldest children would have 

been of an age where they could help around the house and thus one may not have been required. 

While the number of households employing servants in New Zealand was beginning to decline by the 

end of the nineteenth century, the nature of the Twynehams’ house suggests that finances and 

lifestyle, for want of a better word, were the reason why they did not employ a live-in servant, rather 

than the declining number.346 Three of the square and bay villa builders whose stories I have recounted 

employed live-in servants (the Fishers, Jacobsens and the Hargreaves – and the Horsleys might have), 

and these were the four couples who built the biggest houses. They also all had upper middle-class 

occupations. Another five did not (the Chalmers, Twynehams, Bowens (at least at the time of 

construction), Weirs and Palmers), and their houses were not as big or impressive. None of these 

builders were upper middle class. Although Charlotte Macdonald has stated that “[c]lass status was 
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generally not signified by the presence of servants,” my data suggests that there was a correlation 

between occupational class and the presence or absence of live-in servants.347 

 

6.2. Standing out from the crowd? 

At the outset of this chapter, I posited that asymmetry represented a desire to stand out, or at least a 

desire to assert some individuality. Further, I suggested that to build an asymmetrical house, as bay 

villas typically were in mid-late nineteenth century Christchurch, was the antithesis of building a 

standard villa. While there is a nice logic to this argument, the stories I have outlined here demonstrate 

that this was not always the case. One only has to look at the Jacobsen house, the Twyneham house 

and the Cole house to see that bay villas could all look very similar – and little different from a standard 

villa. Other bay villas in my sample also fitted this same basic model of single-storey, single flush bay 

with a hipped roof and a veranda (for example, the houses at 448 Avonside Drive and 43 Swanns 

Road). The form of the windows might vary, and so to might the nature of the external decoration, 

but these differences seem small to the twenty-first century eye. Maybe they were larger, and more 

meaningful, in the nineteenth century. The point is that, yes, these houses stood out from standard 

villas (and, if there were fewer of them, this would have given them some rarity value), but they did 

not stand out in the way that the houses of the Fishers and the Horsleys did. You could choose to 

stand out mildly, then, or you could choose to stand out in a much more obvious way (with a house 

like Clitheroe Cottage perhaps falling between the two). And of course wealth had a large part to play 

in these decisions. It was not, however, the only factor, as the examples of Ellen and William Bowen 

(Chapter 4) and Charles and Jane Ick demonstrate. People made choices about what their home would 

look like within the context of their budget, but also in the context of their aspirations and ambitions 

and where they saw their place in the world. In this context, it is important to note that, while Sarah 

and Thomas’s house certainly stood out, it was not on the scale of other grand houses in the city, 

which they surely could have afforded to build, but did not.348 

 

An important distinction can be made between two types of bay villas in Christchurch, based on the 

treatment of the bay roof. All 16 of the bay villas and bay villa-type houses that Armson Collins 

 
347 Ibid., 56. 
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Statement of Significance. 
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designed had a gable end above the bay, as did the houses of the Fishers, the Icks and the Chalmers.349 

The alternative was a hipped roof over the bay, as seen on the houses of the Jacobsens, the 

Twynehams and the Coles. This was a more ‘modern’ roof form, entering the Christchurch housing 

scene with the villa in the mid-late 1870s. The gable roof, on the other hand, was the fundamental 

structural principle of the cottage, whether standard or bay, and it was particularly prominent in the 

bay cottage, where it sat proudly above the bay and was the dominant feature on the front of the 

house. As discussed, the bay villa had evolved from the bay cottage, and the gable roof remained a 

prominent feature of some bay villas and bay-villa type houses, particularly those built by the elite. In 

Christchurch, not only was a bay villa ‘better’ than a standard villa, a bay villa with a gable roof above 

the bay was ‘better’ than one with a hipped roof above the bay. This, in turn, suggests that the street-

facing gable was an important component of how class was materialised in housing in nineteenth 

century Christchurch. In this context, Clitheroe Cottage, the house built by James and Priscilla 

Chalmers, is something of an anomaly: it had a gable end above the bay, but the house was clearly not 

on the scale of those built by the Fishers or the Icks, having more in common with those of the 

Jacobsens and Twynehams. Likewise, the Horsleys’ house had a faceted roof above the bay. This 

demonstrates that, while there were clear relationships and patterns with regards to class and houses, 

none of these were absolute. 

 

 The street-facing gable was important for two other reasons, both of which may have contributed to 

its elite associations. Firstly, as already noted, the gable above the bay opened up the range of 

decorative possibilities, allowing for a finial, decorative bargeboards and stickwork or other features 

in the gable end. None of this was possible with a hipped roof. Secondly, the bay gable roof 

fundamentally changed the appearance of the house, giving it greater height, and thus a more 

imposing presence. Essentially, it made the house stand out more. 

 

There is a commonality shared by some of these builders that may have meant they were less 

concerned about blending in. Catherine and Theodore Jacobsen, Thomas Horsley and Annie 

Twyneham were all born in New Zealand, unlike the builders of any of the other houses in the stories 

recounted here. From this, it is tempting to make the argument that they were thus not susceptible 

to the same anxieties about life in a new country as the square villa builders were. I suspect, however, 

that this is unlikely to have been true of Thomas Horsley, who had the wealth, business and position 

in society that would have made building a bay villa desirable for him and Frances. It might have been 

 
349 A number of the Armson Collins houses were built on a scale that was too grand to classify as a true bay 
villa, but they were closest to this type of house. 
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the case for the Jacobsens, but Theodore’s background as an architect – and their evident desire to 

use housing as a tool to move up in the world – suggests that being born in New Zealand may only 

have had limited influence. For Annie Twyneham, however, it may have been more of a factor. 

 

The stories and houses discussed here highlight the gradations within the group of people who built 

bay villas. On the one hand, there are couples like the Fishers and the Horsleys, who built large, 

impressive bay villas, with room for entertaining guests, with separate spaces for the family to gather 

in a more relaxed fashion and that they saw as requiring servants to run them (in the case of the 

Fishers at least). I have already described the Fishers as elite-adjacent, and the Horsleys fell into the 

same category. The men owned their own businesses and were prominent in the Christchurch 

community, rubbing shoulders with the elite as part of their activities. On the other hand, there are 

couples like the Chalmers and the Twynehams, who built quite ordinary, small bay villas, on small 

sections in the central city and did not intend to employ live-in servants. The Chalmers, with their 

dining room, may have intended to entertain guests for dinner, but the Twynehams did not. And in 

between are the Jacobsens, who employed a live-in servant and lived on a more spacious section, in 

suburbia, with elite neighbours. Elite-adjacent in a physical sense, but not a social one, even if they 

clearly saw themselves as on an upward trajectory. The men who built these houses did not move in 

elite circles, and, while Theodore Jacobsen ran his own business (and William Twyneham did for at 

least some of the time), James Chalmers did not. There is another difference between these houses 

that is telling: the number of stories. The Fishers and the Horsleys built two-storeyed houses, while 

the others built single-storeyed houses. This both made the houses more imposing in terms of their 

scale, and allowed a greater floor area, more rooms and bigger rooms for the same footprint. These 

gradations within the bay villas highlight similar differences between the standard villas. 

 

At one end of this spectrum for builders of the latter were Margaret and William Hargreaves, with 

their large two-storey house, built in a prestigious part of city, probably with live-in servants and 

certainly with the capacity to entertain guests, as well as more private spaces for the family to gather. 

Like Thomas Fisher and Thomas Horsley, William ran his own (successful) business, and was heavily 

involved in the local community. Not only was the Hargreaves’s house large, it was also relatively richly 

decorated, on both the interior and exterior. At the other end of the spectrum was James Weir, an 

employee who built a single storey standard villa with a cottage layout, with no dining room and cheap 

linings. James was also active in his community, but only within the Heathcote valley, not further 

afield. Jabez and Lizzie Palmer’s situation was little different, although they did extend to a villa layout, 

but their parlour may never have been used as such by them. The houses – and social positions – of 
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the Bowens and the McClurgs fell somewhere between either end of this spectrum. The dining room 

of the Bowens suggest they intended to entertain, and the interior of their house was richly decorated. 

William, too, was a successful business owner and active in the community. The McClurgs, on the 

other hand, did not have a dining room, and Thomas was an employee, with apparently little 

community involvement. 

 

These five bay villas houses and their builders can be placed rather nicely and neatly on a plausible 

continuum, in terms of their relative social status, demonstrating the range of factors that contributed 

to how status manifested in housing. Size was a factor, but so too was the nature of the room 

functions, a result that also holds true for the standard villas in my sample. And while decoration was 

relevant, it was perhaps not as relevant as these other factors. Susan Lawrence, Alasdair Brooks and 

Jane Lennon found a similar result when analysing how class was manifested through ceramic 

assemblages in Australia, noting that the size of the assemblage and the range of vessel type was more 

closely related to status than the materials used (porcelain and bone china generally being considered 

‘better’ than earthenware types).350 This may seem like an odd comparison, but the similarity of the 

result is a striking (and no equivalent analysis for houses was available). 

 
350 Susan Lawrence, Alasdair Brooks, and Jane Lennon, “Ceramics and Status in Regional Australia,” 
Australasian Historical Archaeology, 27 (2009): 67-78. 
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7. THE REALISATION OF AN OTHERWISE IMPOSSIBLE DREAM 

 

Dr Burrell and Emma Parkerson, Andrew and Maria Hardie, Prudence and Thomas McClurg and Sarah 

and Thomas Fisher all had one thing in common: they came to Christchurch with the dream of a better 

life. So too did the other builders I have discussed in the preceding chapters, and the others whose 

houses make up the rest of my sample. The trajectory their lives took varied. For some, experience no 

doubt fell short of expectations. For others, expectations were exceeded. Whether or not building and 

owning a house was part of the dream from the outset is impossible to know, but it is something they 

all did, and something that, for many of them, was probably only possible because they had emigrated 

to New Zealand. The houses they built varied, depending on when they built, their budget, their taste, 

where they saw their place in the world and their occupational class – some things changed, then, and 

some stayed the same. In telling the stories of these builders and their houses – their hopes and 

dreams, their successes and failures – I have documented something of the range of people’s 

experiences of nineteenth century Christchurch. It is a narrow range, confined to those who had the 

resources to build, and with little in the way of ethnic diversity, including a complete absence of Māori 

builders – a reflection of colonial processes. 

 

When I started this thesis, I hoped to establish neat, clear links between class and housing in 

nineteenth century Christchurch. But, as theses are wont to do, things morphed and changed, and it 

became a much deeper and richer investigation. Class has remained a theme, though, along with 

gender, improvement and appearances. And I have demonstrated a link between class and houses, 

albeit not one that I anticipated. More importantly, though, I have established that class was only one 

of a number of factors that affected housing, that it is only possible to determine why a house looked 

the way it did through deep and thorough historical and archaeological research and that the interior 

of a house was at least as important as its exterior. Mid-late Victorian houses in Christchurch might 

have seemed somewhat cookie-cutter in their appearance, but there were nuances that can only be 

appreciated with detailed research. Understanding a house properly is a reflexive process, whereby 

the historical research informs an understanding of domestic life, which then enables a better 

interpretation of the archaeology. The resulting stories are ordinary stories of ordinary people living 

in ordinary houses that in most cases would otherwise have been lost to history (there are some 

obvious exceptions: John Cracroft Wilson, Joseph Brittan, Charles Fooks). But I think that there is 

something exceptional in each of these stories, even if, in one or two cases, that is simply how ordinary 

their lives were. In other cases, there were fireworks. But it is not just the fireworks that are 
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fascinating. It is the stories of women like Lizzie Palmer, who steered her family to financial success 

with her business nous. Or there is young Maude Foster, who started out as a dressmaker but seems 

to have thrown that in as soon as she could to enter her father’s business as a printer. Or the McClurgs, 

who I will always think of as Bassetts, due to the role of Prudence’s family in their lives. And being 

Christchurch, there were connections with the women’s suffrage movement, although these were few 

and far between. As for the men, what about Charles Ick, building a house that looked like it was the 

same as the house of his daughter’s wealthy father-in-law, but was in fact much smaller? Or the overly 

ambitious waiter, commissioning an architect to design his house. Or Ernest Oppenheim, who found 

small-town success. There were freemasons and temperance supporters and lodge members and 

ministers of religion and members of parliament and business owners and bankrupts, but not a lot of 

crime. There were stories of success and long lives well-lived, with much contributed to the 

community. And there were chickens. And pianos. This is the rich tapestry of life, revealed thanks to 

an earthquake, a right-wing government and legislation that protects archaeological sites – or at least, 

ensures that they are recorded before they are destroyed forever. These people built a city. In so 

doing, they were part of the colonial project, disrupting not just the lives and traditions of Ngāi Tahu 

but also forever altering the landscape this was based in, through the channelling of rivers, the 

draining of swamps (work that Charles Fooks and John Cracroft Wilson actively participated in), the 

surveying of land and the construction of houses. In many ways, these people are the everyday faces 

and actors of colonialism, although I suspect that most were not actively seeking to colonise (John 

Cracroft Wilson is likely to be an exception). They were simply hoping to improve their circumstances, 

and those of their children. This does not alter the effects of their actions. 

 

Amongst all these stories of life, inevitably, there were also stories of death, of lives ended far too 

soon. Some of these builders lived long lives, often working well beyond the modern retirement age 

– I am thinking here of William Hargreaves and Lizzie Palmer in particular (William closed his business 

at the age of 81, Lizzie owned hers until her death at the age of 79).1 Others, such as Harriett and 

Joseph Francis, died at much younger ages, being 32 and 39 respectively. And there were the tragic 

deaths of children, too. To list just a few examples, Catherine and Charles Fooks lost three young 

children in a very short space of time, Jabez and Lizzie Palmer lost two of their children and poor Sarah 

Rose had lost five children. While the causes of death are known in a only few instances, there are 

examples of drownings (the so-called ‘New Zealand death’ due to the high number of drownings in 

nineteenth century New Zealand), death in childbirth (only identified as such in the case of Ellen 

Oppenheim, but possibly also the case for Harriett Francis, who was 32 when she died) and a hit-and-

 
1 The old age pension was introduced in New Zealand in 1898. 
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run. Others are known to have died in hospital, or following an illness, such as Joseph Francis, Annie 

Twyneham and Charles Fooks. Christchurch was considered the most unhealthy of New Zealand’s 

cities in the nineteenth century, particularly in the 1870s, but throughout the latter half of the century 

for children.2 Typhoid – of which Burrell Parkerson junior died and which may have been the cause of 

death of the Fooks children – was particularly virulent in the city, due to a combination of a high water 

table and the use of cesspits.3 And when wives died young, their husbands often remarried (and even 

when the woman was not that young, one man remarried – Theodore Jacobsen, who was in his 80s 

at the time of his second marriage).4 In these deaths – and the frequency of childhood deaths – my 

stories demonstrate the fragility of life in nineteenth century Christchurch, and the range of threats 

to it, including the unexpected ones, such as the hit-and-run. 

 

My builders were not a diverse group of people. Most of the home owners were men and most were 

English by birth, with some Scots, Irish and New Zealand-born.5 Some women did own property, 

though, and some worked and others ran businesses.6 Some women – such as Margaret Hargreaves 

and Prudence McClurg – had money of their own that was used to purchase the family property. In 

Maria Hardie’s case, it is harder to know how or why the house came to be in her name. These women 

demonstrate the ways in which women could come to own property in the nineteenth century, and 

that it did not necessarily conform with the law (as in the case of Maria Hardie). Some bought land 

with money that had been given to them in trust, or with family money, and in other cases their 

husbands seem to have transferred the land to them in order to protect it in the case of them going 

bankrupt. There is an example, too, of a woman lending money as a mortgage. And one – Lizzie Palmer 

– bought land with the money she had earned through her business. Her case is an unusual one, but 

shows that these things were possible. She was not the only woman in my sample who ran a business 

or earned an income – Sarah Rose, a laundress, is another example. Others are Maude Foster, Sarah 

Gault and Sarah Bassett. Sarah Bassett co-owned a machinery importing business, Sarah Gault was a 

dressmaker, and Maude also started out as one, before becoming a printer. These were women 

making their way in the world. With the exception of the printing and machinery importing, these 

 
2 Geoffrey Rice, “Public Health in Christchurch, 1875-1910: Mortality and Sanitation,” in A Healthy Country: 
Essays on the Social History of Medicine in New Zealand, ed. (Wellington: Bridget Williams Books, 1991), 88, 
97. 
3 Ibid. 
4 There are no examples in my sample of women remarrying, but there are also no examples of men leaving 
young widows. 
5 Within my broader sample there were people who were born outside the United Kingdom: a family from 
Prussia (448 Avonside Drive), one from Denmark (351 Barbadoes Street) and a widow from Germany (17 
Willow Street). 
6 In total, 13 of the houses in my sample were built on land owned by women. With the exception of one 
widow – Marie Weidner, who built at 17 Willow Street in the Avon loop – the rest were married. 
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occupations had typically ‘feminine’ overtones, being associated with domestic activities, and thus 

were generally considered more ‘acceptable’ for women in nineteenth century New Zealand.7 It is 

possible, too, that more of the women in my sample worked: as Catherine Bishop’s work has 

demonstrated, it was not unusual for women to work or to run businesses – it is finding evidence of it 

that is the hard part.8 And women were in general hard to find. Some appeared in the newspaper 

when they gave birth (but sometimes birth notices only referred to their husband), others when they 

appeared in court, or when they advertised for servants. Occasionally, their social and community 

activities were reported on, but this only happened with any regularity if the woman in question was 

a prominent one – which essentially meant that she was married to a particularly prominent man, as 

Jane Wilson was. Even obituaries were light on the specific details of women’s (unpaid, community) 

work. It is easy to see how such an absence of evidence has coloured interpretations of women’s 

activities in the Anglo world in the nineteenth century, giving greater credence to the idea of separate 

spheres than it deserved.9 Of relevance here is the work of Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen, who have 

demonstrated how one woman’s community activities in Dunedin were revealed through her diary, 

rather than through any published records of the day.10 I suspect that any number of the women in 

my sample were more active in their community than the newspapers would suggest, whether in 

churches or charitable work of some kind or perhaps even the artistic pursuits that one K. Sheppard 

engaged in. 

 

There might be little information about women’s activities, but the men were – by and large – joiners 

and doers. Some more than others, of course. But less than half did not join organisations or volunteer 

their time in some way. Church activities were prominent, as can be seen from the examples of William 

Hargreaves, Charles Fooks (both Anglican), Thomas Fisher, James Weir and William Bowen (all 

Methodist). For others, their activities were related to their work – William Bowen, again, but also 

Thomas Horsley, James Chalmers and William Hargreaves. William Bowen also participated in sports 

organisations, as did James Weir, Thomas Horsley and Ernest Oppenheim. Some, such as James Weir, 

John Cracroft Wilson and Thomas Horsley, were involved in the administration of local schools. 

 
7 Catherine Bishop, Women Mean Business: Colonial Businesswomen in New Zealand, (Dunedin: Otago 
University Press, Te Whare Tā o Te Wānanga o Ōtākou, 2019), 29. 
8 Ibid, 21. 
99 The idea – or ideal – of separate spheres certainly existed in the nineteenth century (as documented by 
Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall). It is the pervasiveness of the ideal that subsequent scholars have called 
into question, not the existence of it. Leonore Davidoff and Catherine Hall, Family Fortunes: Men and Women 
of the English Middle Class 1780-1850 (London: Routledge, 2002). 
10 Brian Heenan and Sarah Johnsen, “To and from, There and Back: Gender in Spatial Mobility,” in Sites of 
Gender: Women, Men and Modernity in Southern Dunedin, 1880-1939, ed. Barbara Brookes, Annabel Cooper 
and Robin Law (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 2003), 254. 
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Thomas Horsley, Thomas Fisher and John Cracroft Wilson were politically active, and William Bowen 

attempted to be. Only one man, though, had any involvement in the temperance movement – Thomas 

Fisher (Sarah Rose was also a member of a temperance lodge). Not a lot of the men were lodge or 

friendly society members – just Ernest Oppenheim, and Charles Fooks was a freemason. Others, 

though, were members of working men’s clubs: Ernest Oppenheim again, along with Henry Barrett 

and James Weir. These were people who were involved and invested in their local community, and 

who wanted to contribute to the new society they were building. While those who were involved in 

organisations came from across the class spectrum, those who were not were more likely to have 

working class occupations. Inevitably, this discussion of joiners and doers brings me to the work of 

Miles Fairburn, who argued that New Zealand’s European settlers were not active participants in 

community organisations in the nineteenth century, part of his general ‘atomisation’ theory.11 As 

Caroline Daley has argued, however, much of Fairburn’s analysis applies only to a small sector of 

European society in New Zealand – that is, young single men who were manual labourers – rather 

than that society as a whole, and that his analysis had a rural focus.12 The men in my sample do not fit 

this description (with the exception of James Weir): for the most part, they were city dwellers and 

they were not particularly mobile. Thus, it is not surprising that many of them were also enthusiastic 

volunteers and contributors to their local community. 

 

While church activities may have been prominent in the historical record, answering the question of 

the faith of these men and women, and the influence it may have had on their housing, is more 

difficult. In many instances, it was not possible to determine what religious denomination these 

people had from the available records. And if this could be established, did they attend church? And 

even if they attended church, how deeply held were their religious beliefs, or did they simply attend 

out of social convention? William Hargreaves, Charles Fooks, James Weir and William Bowen all took 

an active role in their churches, while Thomas Fisher was, unsurprisingly, a prominent member in the 

development of the Methodist church in Christchurch. Thomas Horsley’s bequest to a nearby church 

suggests that he was engaged with that congregation, as his daughter clearly was. Ellen and Ernest 

Oppenheim’s children were also involved in their local church, as were Catherine Fooks, Emma 

Parkerson and Jane Wilson. These three women were all married to prominent men, and it is probably 

this that means their church-related activities were recorded – it is likely that more of the women in 

my sample attended and were involved in their local churches. Certainly, Annie Twyneham was 

 
11 Miles Fairburn, The Ideal Society and Its Enemies: The Foundations of Modern New Zealand Society, 1850-
1900 (Auckland: Auckland University Press, 1989), 177-187. 
12 Caroline Daley, “Taradale Meets the Ideal Society and Its Enemies,” New Zealand Journal of History 25, no. 2 
(1991): 129-146. 
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involved in the Our Father’s Church. Alison Clarke has estimated that nearly a third of adult New 

Zealanders would have attended church of a Sunday in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries, and that more would have attended on a sporadic basis.13 Without more detailed 

information about the denominations of the people in my sample, it is difficult to assess how this 

might have affected their housing choices. Some – such as Ellen and William Bowen – may have chosen 

to live in close proximity to others of their faith, and it is possible that the proximity of Holy Trinity 

Avonside was a drawcard for the Horsleys. Charles Fooks’s religious affiliations are likely to have been 

what led to him designing the first Holy Trinity Avonside. It is also possible that Charles’s beliefs 

influenced the design of his and Catherine’s house. To what extent this was true of any of the other 

builders is unclear. The results of my analysis lead me to think that, if religious beliefs were a factor in 

house design or appearance, it is most likely to have been the case for wealthy builders.14 

 

If these are the people, what then of the houses? If the stories of these people were diverse, why did 

so many of them look so similar? But first, why these houses? Why did they survive until the 

earthquakes? As Gavin Lucas has asked, in discussing survival and the archaeological record, “what 

exactly, is the archaeological record evidence of?” (emphasis in the original).15 As Lucas points out, 

the question is almost a naïve one, but as he also demonstrates, answering it can be revealing, leading 

to a richer and more nuanced interpretation. It is also important because what survives – obviously – 

places limits on the interpretations of the past that we can make from that evidence. The reasons why 

the houses in my assemblage survived until 2011 vary. Those built in the 1850s and at least one of 

those from the 1860s survived because, amongst other things, they were built of permanent materials. 

Ironically, it was this same thing that led to their destruction as a result of the earthquakes. But more 

than that, these were also substantial houses, bigger than most contemporary dwellings, and many 

subsequent ones. Some of there were stylistically impressive houses (Linwood House and Melcombe) 

and most were associated with prominent people, which would have given these houses some 

prestige in the eyes of some people – the early twentieth century advertisement for the Parkerson 

houses in Sumner is a case in point. In some cases, too, subsequent events would add to the prestige 

of these houses – Linwood House was later occupied by Mary and William Rolleston, a Superintendent 

 
13 Alison Clarke, “Churchgoing in New Zealand, 1874-1926: How ‘Mediocre’ Was It?,” New Zealand Journal of 
History 47, no. 2 (2013): 117. 
14 Heather Burke identified some elements of gothic revival architecture on houses in late nineteenth century 
Armidale, but, rather than attributing their presence to the religious beliefs of the builder, Burke draws a line 
between this, wealth and the ability to afford an architect to design a distinctive house. Heather Burke, 
Meaning and Ideology in Historical Archaeology: Style, Social Identity, and Capitalism in an Australian Town 
(Boston: Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers, 1999), 147-148. 
15 Gavin Lucas, “Evidence of What? On the Possibilities of Archaeological Interpretation,” in Material Evidence: 
Learning from Archaeological Practice, ed. Robert Chapman and Alison Wylie (London: Routledge, 2015), 312. 
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of Canterbury; the brick house of the Macfarlanes (discussed briefly in Chapter 2) was owned and 

altered by Samuel Hurst Seager (a prominent local architect) at the turn of the nineteenth century. I 

suspect, too, that Seager, who famously described New Zealand architecture as typified by “shams 

and deceits”, bought the Macfarlanes’ house because of its colonial appearance.16 In an essay he 

published in the Journal of the Royal Institute of British Architects in 1900 (from which the ‘shams and 

deceits’ quote comes) Seager praises early timber colonial houses as “honest expressions of the wants 

of the settlers of the time.”17 While the Macfarlane house was brick, it was otherwise consistent with 

these early colonial styles. Its location, too, may have contributed to its appeal (it was located in the 

same general area as the houses of the Hargreaves and the Palmers). Between their historical 

associations and the architecture and when they were built, these early houses all came to be 

recognised for their historical significance, being listed as significant heritage buildings by either 

Christchurch City Council or Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (and both, in most cases).18 While 

such listing does not ensure any protection of a building, it does indicate that a community values it. 

 

For most of the houses in my sample, though, it is harder to pinpoint specific reasons for their survival. 

Further, as Jeremy Salmond has outlined – and Fiona Farrell’s case study of the Avon loop amply 

demonstrates – these reasons changed with time.19 Location will always have been a factor, whether 

because that location made a house particularly cheap, or the suburb was appealing, or close to work, 

or a school, or the river. Section size, too, will have been a consideration, and contributed to the cost 

of the house – economics are always at play. Some houses became too large and were in the wrong 

location for the sort of families that could afford to buy and maintain the house (for example, the 

houses of the Fishers, Horsleys and Hargreaves).20 These survived because they could be converted to 

flats, and make money for enterprising landlords. Others were equally large but in exactly the right 

sort of location to appeal to those could afford to buy and maintain them (the houses of the Ick family 

and Robert West England, both in the upmarket suburb of Merivale). In some locations, the nature of 

these houses meant that they became increasingly cheap, particularly because they were small and 

had few of the features that give nineteenth century houses their charm (Andrew and Maria Hardie’s 

 
16 Samuel Hurst Seager, “Architectural Art in New Zealand (1900),” in New Dreamland: Writing New Zealand 
Architecture, ed. Douglas Lloyd Jenkins (Auckland: Random House New Zealand, 2005), 16. 
17 Ibid., 17. 
18 Catherine and Charles Fooks’s house was listed by Christchurch City Council but not Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga. 
19 Jeremy Salmond, “The Villa 1860-1910,” in Villa: From Heritage to Contemporary, ed. Patrick Reynolds, 
Jeremy Hansen and Jeremy Salmond (Auckland: Godwit, 2009), 41-47. Fiona Farrell, The Villa at the Edge of the 
Empire: One Hundred Ways to Read a City (Auckland: Vintage, 2015), 150-167. 
20 There is a whole other story here, in the early-mid twentieth century conversion of many large single-family 
homes in Christchurch to flats. 
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house, for example, along with others in the Avon loop). But for other houses, these nineteenth 

century features no doubt contributed to their survival, particularly as such features became 

associated with ‘character’ and gave the owners or occupiers of these houses a sense of connection 

to the past (such as the houses of Ellen and William Bowen, Prudence and Thomas McClurg or Annie 

and William Twyneham). In other cases, all examples of such features were removed and the house 

was modified to such an extent that it was barely recognisable as having been built in the nineteenth 

century. This was another reason, then, for the survival of some of these houses: they were adaptable. 

As Salmond notes, the simplicity of their basic layout meant that walls could easily be knocked out to 

create new spaces (or large rooms divided to make smaller ones). These houses were flexible, 

particularly if the section was large enough to accommodate additions.21 Some of these houses, then, 

survived because of their age, and others in spite of it. 

 

To the question, though, of why these houses looked so similar. It could have been the supply or 

availability of materials, but I do not believe that to have been the case. The nineteenth century was 

the age of the catalogue and mechanised production – anything was possible. Well, perhaps not 

anything, but a huge variety of decorative elements could be produced easily, and over 6000 types of 

villa were possible, along with over 200 types of cottage.22 That is pretty close to anything being 

possible. Photographs of nineteenth century houses from elsewhere in New Zealand indicate that a 

range of houses were built, and that many of them were more varied and decorative than those built 

in Christchurch. Frances and Thomas Horsley’s Italianate villa, too, demonstrates just what was 

available and possible, and thus serves to highlight the conservatism of the city’s domestic 

architecture. Others have argued that “financial prudence” may have led to conservatism in housing 

but I do not think this was the case either (financial prudence in this instance being defined as people 

building houses with their resale value in mind, the assumption being that a house that looked little 

different from its neighbours would have the best chance of selling).23 Financial prudence only matters 

if you are intending to sell the house for a profit (and even then, whether or not having a house that 

looks like its neighbours would achieve the desired outcome is arguable). Very few of my builders 

planned to do this. Most built houses in which they hoped to live out their days. If you are building in 

such circumstances, particularly if you are young, the resale value hardly matters. This was not, as my 

stories indicates, an era of ‘downsizing’, either when the children left home or upon retirement (the 

Fishers and the Hargreaves are good – and perhaps extreme – examples of this). These builders, for 

 
21 Salmond, “The Villa,” 43. 
22 Jeremy Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses 1800-1940 (Auckland: Reed, 1986), 74, 173 
23 Peter Petchey and Seán G. Brosnahan, “Finding Meaning and Identity in New Zealand Buildings Archaeology: 
The Example of ‘Parihaka’ House,” Journal of Pacific Archaeology 7, no. 2 (2016), 39. 
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the most part, did not expect to sell. But some of them did so, and they are of particular interest. 

While financial circumstances forced some to sell (the Jacobsens spring to mind), others sold to 

improve their lot in life, as they moved on to bigger and better things. As it happens, most who sold 

(for which ever reason) had working class occupations. This, then, suggests a more precarious 

existence for some of these builders, as well as a greater likelihood that they might have seen their 

house as a stepping stone to something better. Of those who did sell, some remained in Christchurch 

but others left the city. Few, though, left Canterbury altogether (the Jacobsens and the Barretts being 

the exceptions, possibly driven to try other areas as a result of their bankruptcies), and none left New 

Zealand. Others moved to smaller towns in Canterbury, such as Timaru, Ashburton and Leeston, 

perhaps an indication that city life did not suit them. And Ernest Oppenheim (Leeston) and Charles 

Fooks (Ashburton) certainly made the most of the opportunities in those smaller towns, both 

becoming prominent there. Also of note is that the hotelkeepers – the Oppenheims and the Francises 

– moved relatively often, as they tried their luck at different hotels. 

 

My research cannot confirm whether or not Christchurch’s nineteenth century houses were more 

conservative in design than those in other cities. That is a question for another day, and one that is 

indeed worth investigating, to identify why any such differences might exist. I have advanced the 

theory that it was the builders of standard villas (and, to a lesser extent, the builders of a certain type 

of bay villa) who were most conservative in their taste. They built houses that were very similar in 

appearance: these were symmetrical, with a central front door, and windows on either side. The form 

and decoration of the windows varied, and there may or may not have been a veranda, which may or 

may not have had eaves brackets above it. On the exterior, that was it. These were primarily working 

and middle-class builders. They were people who are unlikely to have been able to buy, let alone build, 

a house in their country of origin. They had left their homes in search of something new and better 

and found themselves in strange surroundings: the climate was different, the ‘rules’ about class had 

changed, the building materials were different, the (European) architecture was different and the 

urban landscape was new, raw and unfamiliar. And they were to build a new life here. It is easy to see 

how, in such circumstances, with few known and easily understood cultural reference points, building 

the same thing as everyone else was appealing (or at least, building something similar to what most 

other people were building, especially the people like you). It would have meant that you fitted in with 

your neighbours and that you did not draw particular attention to yourself or your family. If you 

wanted to stand out, you built an asymmetrical house. Early in the piece, you would have built a bay 

cottage, later on, a bay villa. And at any stage, you might have built what I have referred to as an elite 
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house – something that was bigger and grander than either of these types, and is likely to have 

referenced a particular architectural style. 

 

Each of the four house types I have analysed in detail – the standard cottage, the bay cottage, the 

standard villa and the bay villa – was associated with certain occupational classes. For the standard 

and bay cottage, this changed over time, as the villa came to predominate. After c.1875, then, cottages 

of either type were typically built by working class people, standard villas by working- and middle-

class people and bay villas by those with middle- and upper middle-class occupations. This, in turn, 

suggests a ranking system, whereby a bay villa was ‘better’ – or higher status – than a standard villa, 

which was better than a bay cottage, which was better than a standard cottage. While there is some 

truth in this, it is by no means the whole story – or at least, it is only one part of the story. It would be 

hard to argue, for example, that the small bay villa built by James and Priscilla Chalmers was a higher 

status house than the large standard villa built in a prestigious part of town by Margaret and William 

Hargreaves. Size mattered, including the number of stories, and so did location. So too did the number 

and variety of rooms, the provision for live-in servants, the presence of a dining room, a villa layout, 

lath and plaster linings and built-in ceiling decoration. All of these features were markers of social and 

occupational status. Some houses had all of these things – the Hargreaves’s house, for example – and 

others had none of them (of the houses I have discussed in detail, James Weir’s house comes closest 

to this). Most, however, fell somewhere between the two extremes. And while there was a general 

progression of importance of these features – from the variety and function of rooms, to layout and 

linings, to built-in ceiling decoration – these were not hard and fast rules: people picked and chose 

from the suite of options to best suit their family and their aspirations. These were the ways in which 

class was materialised in houses. It was not the simple and straightforward relationship I had – 

somewhat naïvely – hoped for, but class did affect houses in nineteenth century Christchurch. What 

is important about the ways it affected houses is that external decorative features were not that 

relevant, almost none being associated with a particular occupational class. The exception was 

whether or not the front door had fan- and/or sidelights. The latter was particularly important, being 

indicative of the layout of the house. But the presence or absence of a veranda, for example, or 

window pediments, was not related to occupational class, and perhaps not to wealth either, for some 

of the poorer house builders chose to have a veranda on their house, such as James Weir. 

 

This does not, however, mean that external decoration was not important. One group of people 

placed more emphasis on built-in decoration on the exterior of their house than the interior. Mostly, 

these were builders with a working-class occupation and most lived in the Avon loop, an area my 
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research has demonstrated was home to particularly small and relatively cheap housing. Although an 

approach that was predominantly associated with cottage builders, there were also standard villas 

and bay villas with the same pattern (the houses of the McClurgs and the Chalmers, respectively). 

These houses stood in contrast to the more predominant pattern of paying more attention to the 

decoration of the interior than the exterior – the approach taken by the majority of standard villa 

builders – or of paying equal attention to both, which was what most bay villa builders did. It may be 

that, for these builders, external decorative features – and the extra expenditure that they 

represented – were a form of conspicuous consumption, or a way of compensating for, or masking 

the fact, of a small house in a ‘poor’ area. Perhaps, too, these houses were built by people who did 

not want to blend in, who wanted to express their individuality. Perhaps the decoration made them 

feel that their houses were a bit ‘better’ than the undecorated houses of their neighbours. More 

information about the cost of building is required to better understand these decisions. 

 

Regardless of what type of house someone built, the fundamental principle of the layout was the same 

– almost always. This was that the front door opened into a hall, which ran through the centre of the 

house, and all the main rooms opened off it. Of course, there were variations: the smallest houses, 

for example, had no hall. And in some (mostly working class) houses, the hall ended at the kitchen. 

Sometimes the hall returned or narrowed when it reached the service or private part of the house. 

And in the biggest and grandest houses, the hall was spacious, with room enough for a fireplace of its 

own. There was also the half villa layout, with the hall down one side of the house, but still adhering 

to the same basic principles. The dimensions and extent of a hall, in fact, can tell you almost everything 

you need to know about the wealth and status of the nineteenth century home owner. Jeremy 

Salmond has described the hall as the “dictator” of the nineteenth century house.24 It was the room 

around which everything else was arranged. This layout – the central hall with rooms opening off it – 

had the advantage of flexibility. Where rooms did not interconnect, the function of a room could easily 

by altered by a new occupant (perhaps not so relevant if you had built your home intending to live 

there until you died, but important if you were building a rental or speculative property) or as your 

family changed. So a bedroom could become a dining room, or vice versa. While this may have been 

part of the appeal of the layout, I suspect it is more accurate to say that the layout was a cultural 

norm.25 Most people would not have thought twice about building anything different and would not 

have questioned whether or not it was actually a practical or suitable layout: it was simply what you 

 
24 Salmond, Old New Zealand Houses, 173. 
25 Jeremy Moyle made a similar point in a conference paper presented at the New Zealand Archaeological 
Association conference in 2021. Jeremy Moyle, “‘Wasted Space’ and Cultural Norms at 87 Maitland Street, 
Dunedin” (conference presentation, New Zealand Archaeological Association Conference, July 2021). 
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did. And the fact was, for that particular time and place, it was both practical and suitable. It allowed 

the control of space, guided the movement of people through the house, ensured that rooms with 

fireplaces could be kept as warm as possible and allowed the occupants privacy. Within the standard 

framework, people used the space to suit their family. So while Andrew and Maria Hardie might have 

had a room that could have been a parlour, the reality of the size of their family meant that it was 

probably used as a bedroom. The same is true for the Palmers. The Jacobsens chose to have a drawing 

and a sitting room, but no dining room. Most families, though, based on the information available, 

used their houses in a fairly standard way. 

 

While the majority of houses in my sample were built for owner-occupiers, close to a quarter were 

built as rental properties, with the earliest built in the 1860s. New Zealanders might think of 

themselves as a nation of home-owners (a moniker that is not so much under threat today, as 

disappearing rapidly in the face of increasing house prices and insufficient houses), but, from the time 

of European settlement, we have also been a nation of landlords. Unsurprisingly, New Zealand’s 

European settlers saw both land and housing as a way to make money from the outset. While a 

handful of the rental houses in my sample were built by what might be called professional landlords, 

most were built by – for want of a better term – mum and dad investors. This was also true of some 

of the speculative builders. These properties ran the gamut from some of the small cottages and villas 

in the Avon loop through to large houses. Even Linwood House was rented out for a number of years 

at the end of the nineteenth century – to a Supreme Court judge, no less, indicating that renting was 

not the preserve of those who could not afford to build or buy (as does the nature of some of the 

houses built as rental properties). These builders of rental and speculative houses were taking 

advantage of the relatively cheap land and high wages New Zealand offered and using housing as a 

tool to improve their financial circumstances. 

 

Different houses meant different things for their owners. For Jane Wilson, and no doubt for her 

husband John, her home was a source of power. The same is likely to have been true for the Brittans 

and Linwood House, although Sophia may have also seen it as something of a millstone. The Fishers 

probably took a lot of pride in their fashionable new house. On the other hand, Sarah Rose’s house in 

the Avon loop may have felt like a prison. I imagine that Ellen and Ernest Oppenheim also took a great 

deal of pride in their prettily put together house, at the same time as getting some satisfaction from 

knowing that it was part of a bigger plan to move on to better things. For the women, these houses 

would have been a place of work: raising children, cleaning, cooking and preparing meals – or 

supervising the servants who carried out this work. For a number of these women, their house would 
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have been a place where they received calls, enabling them to show off their beautiful house and all 

the things it was filled with – a site, then, of performance and display, and hopefully friendship too. 

These houses were less explicitly a place of work for the men: most worked elsewhere in the city. 

There were some exceptions – the saltbox cottage built by the Macfarlanes was the site of Dugald’s 

wine business, for example – but women were more likely to work from home, such as Sarah Gault 

with her dressmaking business in Gloucester Street and the school that Mrs Yaldwyn ran in Hereford 

Street. For these people, their houses were a source of income as well as a place to live. The separation 

of work from home, though, was an important one for those who could afford it, as the examples of 

the Horsleys, the Palmers and possibly the Fishers demonstrate. At the upper end of society, though, 

such separation was not as relevant, as the case of John Cracroft Wilson indicates. For some couples, 

the houses they built were intended to be a source of financial improvement, whether as a rental 

property, a speculative build or to sell when they moved to something better. For some, too, their 

section was a source of food – this is clear for those who are known to have owned chickens, but is 

likely to have been the case for others. For most, I suspect their house represented the attainment of 

what would have been, had they not migrated, an impossible dream: a home of one’s own, however 

briefly realised in some cases. For couples like the Wilsons, Brittans and the Fookses, their house (and 

the associated land) represented a very specific ambition – to establish a landed estate in the manner 

of the English gentry. For most, though, it was about owning a house. And for many of the builders in 

my sample, their house was a home, a place where they would build a life and grow old. 

 

Which brings me to the theme of home-making. Graeme Davison has highlighted both the importance 

of ‘home’ for European settlers, and the tensions inherent in it: “[F]ew words in the colonial lexicon 

are more resonant than the word ‘home’… Home was…both an idea and a place, an object of affection 

located far away, in the homeland from which they had come, and near at hand, in the houses they 

had built in the new country.”26 In the act of building their own house, these builders were making a 

place that was their own in what was for them a new and unfamiliar world. For some, this new house 

would have been something of a retreat or refuge from that world, as James Beattie has argued that 

John Cracroft Wilson explicitly recognised in his naming of Cashmere. Other house names provided a 

connection to a previous home. In making these homes, people created a domestic and family space 

for themselves in their new city, and a space of their own from which they could build their new lives. 

 

 
26 Graeme Davison, “Colonial Origins of the Australian Home,” in A History of European Housing in Australia, 
ed. Patrick Troy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 6. 
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These stories of people and their houses do more than provide an insight into life in nineteenth 

century Christchurch: they capture something of a ‘lost’ city. These are the stories of those who settled 

in the city in the nineteenth century, of the houses they built, the neighbourhoods they created, the 

streets they walked down, the businesses they ran. These are ordinary people who built a city simply 

by moving there and choosing to make a home there, attracted by the prospect of a better life and a 

chance to improve their circumstances – and, for many, this included the dream of owning their own 

house. The devastating earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 revealed these people’s stories at the same 

time as they destroyed the tangible evidence of their presence in the city (of course, it was not just 

the earthquakes that destroyed these houses: it was political, too). These stories are the small details 

that make a place, that contribute to its story. In the same way, houses give a street or neighbourhood 

a certain character. Without the earthquakes, most of these stories would have remained hidden: that 

moment of loss has also become a moment of discovery. Without the earthquakes, we would never 

have learnt of Lizzie Palmer’s business enterprise, of Catherine and Theodore Jacobsen’s ambitious 

moves around the city or of Ellen and William Bowen’s fireworks. These are the rich and personal 

details that bring the past to life, that make it both incredibly foreign and very familiar, and allow us 

to connect more readily with the past.  

 

Home ownership was a dream that immigration to nineteenth century New Zealand enabled the 

builders in my sample to realise. The houses they built reflected their hopes and ambitions – a 

freestanding house of their own on a small piece of land and, for some, more than that, in the chance 

to make money through housing. But, for many, it also reflected their anxieties: their desire to fit in in 

a new city, to make this new venture work on a social as well as an economic level. It also reflected 

their wealth and their occupational class, and indicated the lifestyle they hoped to lead. And in the 

choices made about the external decorative features that have fascinated me for so long, they reveal 

how individual taste shaped these houses too. Each family designed their houses to suit their needs: 

they might have started with the same basic plan, but from here the range of possibilities was, if not 

infinite, at least reasonably extensive. In not just the specific features they chose but the combinations 

thereof, they left small clues for the archaeologist in the future to unravel, enabling the details of their 

lives, their hopes, dreams and expectations, to be teased out. In this, these houses provide a key to 

the past. 
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APPENDIX 1: HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND POUHERE TAONGA 

GUIDELINES (2014) 

 

Guidelines for the Investigation and Recording of Buildings and Standing Structures (2014) 

All the archaeological recording discussed herein took place under the 2006 Guidelines for the 

Investigation and Recording of Buildings and Standing Structures. In 2014, Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga updated these guidelines. The only changes made in this update were to replace 

references to the New Zealand Historic Places Trust with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and 

to change references to the Historic Places Act 1993 to the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 

2014. The relevant sections from the 2014 document are reproduced below.1 (These guidelines were 

replaced in 2018.) 

 

 
1 The sections not reproduced are: Introduction, Further Reading and Acknowledgements. 
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational 
category 

Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

25 Armagh Street Central central  1864 1864 1864 1860-64    male owner-occupier wine & spirit 
merchant 

4 small 
employer/self-
employed 

middle 

233 Armagh Street Central central   1869 1872 1870-74 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

233 Armagh Street                 

233 Armagh Street                 

237 Armagh Street Central central  1877   1875-79 A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885 male owner-occupier wire worker 7 skilled working 

32 Avonside Drive Linwood suburbs   1866 1872 1865-69 J B Joseph Bailey 1866-70 male rental insufficient 
information 

4 small 
employer/self-
employed 

middle 

32 Avonside Drive                 

32 Avonside Drive                 

142 Avonside Drive Linwood suburbs  1897   1895-99 K Henry Kirk 1890-98 male owner-occupier building supplies 
merchant 

4 small 
employer/self-
employed 

middle 

142 Avonside Drive                 

142 Avonside Drive                 

448 Avonside Drive Avonside suburbs  1887   1885-89    male owner-occupier wool  

scourer/tanner/ 
factory owner 

4 small 
employer/self-
employed 

middle 

448 Avonside Drive                 

30 Bangor Street Central central yes 1885 1884 1885 1885-89 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male n/a carpenter/builder 
/farmer/architect 

7 skilled working 

32 Bangor Street Central central yes 1884 1883 1885 1880-84    male owner-occupier carpenter/builder 7 skilled working 

36 Bangor Street Central central yes 1896 1893 1896 1895-99 K Henry Kirk 1890-98 female  

(married) 

rental plumber 7 skilled working 

36 Bangor Street        A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885       

56 Bangor Street Central central yes 1882 1881 1882 1880-84 P   male speculative bookbinder 4 skilled working 

56 Bangor Street                 

56 Bangor Street                 

61 Bangor Street Central central yes 1898  1898 1895-99    male rental carrier 9 unskilled working 

351 Barbadoes  

Street 

Central central  1878   1875-79 back-to-front P Piper Brothers 1871-83 male owner-occupier watchmaker 4 skilled working 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
original no. 
of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

25 Armagh Street 1r 1012  2  11 11 11.8 8.8 7.5 no gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

233 Armagh Street 1r 1012  2 [92.2] 8 8 9.2  7.8 yes gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

233 Armagh Street                  

233 Armagh Street                  

237 Armagh Street 20p 506  1 76.6 5 5 9.1 9.3 3.3 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

32 Avonside Drive 19p 481  2 [155.5] 9 9 11.7 10.4 9.6 yes gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

32 Avonside Drive                  

32 Avonside Drive                  

142 Avonside Drive 1r 29p 1745  2 204.6 10 12 11.5 8.8 16.1 yes hipped centre gutter bay villa return bay return bay detached 

142 Avonside Drive                  

142 Avonside Drive                  

448 Avonside Drive    1 160.1 7 7 14.4 11.5 57.7 no hipped centre gutter (side) bay villa single bay single bay Detached 

448 Avonside Drive                  

30 Bangor Street 13.5p 329  1 51.0 4 4 7.5 9.3  yes hipped pyramid other L plan other detached 

32 Bangor Street 13.5p 329  1 60.5 5 5 8.8 7.8 10.2 no gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

36 Bangor Street 35p 885  1 59.8 5 5 7.9  11.7 yes gable gable standard cottage double box wide gable detached 

36 Bangor Street                  

56 Bangor Street 13p 658  1 63.6 5 5 9.6 7.5 5.8 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

56 Bangor Street                  

56 Bangor Street                  

61 Bangor Street 32p 809  1 66.0 6 6 9.7 7.9 6.9 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

351 Barbadoes  

Street 

16p 405  1 75.6 5 6 7.5 8.4 2.1 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

25 Armagh Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no n/d no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

233 Armagh Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated yes shingles yes n/d n/d n/d n/d no no 

233 Armagh Street              

233 Armagh Street              

237 Armagh Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

32 Avonside Drive asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a shingles yes yes yes yes no no no 

32 Avonside Drive              

32 Avonside Drive              

142 Avonside Drive asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

142 Avonside Drive              

142 Avonside Drive              

448 Avonside Drive asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space yes 

448 Avonside Drive              

30 Bangor Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

32 Bangor Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

36 Bangor Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

36 Bangor Street              

56 Bangor Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

56 Bangor Street              

56 Bangor Street              

61 Bangor Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes (pairs) yes 

351 Barbadoes  

Street 

symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/pair 
ed posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front 
door form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

25 Armagh Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

233 Armagh Street yes concave wooden n/d n/d triple wooden n/a no no 3-panel no yes yes 

233 Armagh Street               

233 Armagh Street               

237 Armagh Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d no no n/d 

32 Avonside Drive no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d no n/a n/d n/d n/d n/d 

32 Avonside Drive               

32 Avonside Drive               

142 Avonside Drive yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

pairs wooden n/a yes yes n/d yes yes yes 

142 Avonside Drive               

142 Avonside Drive               

448 Avonside Drive yes convex wooden n/d n/d single yes n/a n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

448 Avonside Drive               

30 Bangor Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a 4-panel no no no 

32 Bangor Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d no no n/d 

36 Bangor Street no? n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a 4-panel n/d no n/d 

36 Bangor Street               

56 Bangor Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d n/d no n/d 

56 Bangor Street               

56 Bangor Street               

61 Bangor Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

single cast iron n/a n/a  4-panel yes yes yes 

351 Barbadoes  

Street 

n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a n/a 4-panel yes no no 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

25 Armagh Street n/d n/d 3 unid 3 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

233 Armagh Street moulded surround no 3 bay 1 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d no 1 single 

233 Armagh Street    single 1 sash  3 no no no no moulded surround   

233 Armagh Street    unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

237 Armagh Street n/d no 2 unid 2 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

32 Avonside Drive n/d n/d 5 single 2 sash  2 no no no no moulded surround 1 single 

32 Avonside Drive    dormer 2 sash  2 no no no no decorative bargeboards, finials, moulded 
surround 

  

32 Avonside Drive    bay 1 sash  2 no no no no no   

142 Avonside Drive moulded surround, stop-chamfered 
mullions & transom 

no 4 bay 2 sash  1 yes no no yes keystones, dentils, brackets, moulded 
surrounds, Corinthian columns, roundheaded 
windows 

2 single 

142 Avonside Drive    unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

142 Avonside Drive                

448 Avonside Drive stained glass fanlight, with emblem no 2 bay 1 sash  1 yes no no no no 1 single 

448 Avonside Drive    unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

30 Bangor Street no yes 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

32 Bangor Street n/d no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

36 Bangor Street n/d no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

36 Bangor Street                

56 Bangor Street n/d no 2 single 2 sash  2 no no no no no   

56 Bangor Street                

56 Bangor Street                

61 Bangor Street moulded surround, stop-chamfered 
mullions & transom 

no 2 double 2 sash  1 yes no no no moulded surround, moulded timber under sill   

351 Barbadoes  

Street 

no no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   
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Location External appearance Interior 
Street address Shape of bay 

window 
Roof of 
bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 
lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses 
(CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

25 Armagh Street       villa 2 yes n/d n/d  n/d n/d  
233 Armagh Street splayed concave 1+1+1 no no no villa 3 yes yes yes  no no  
233 Armagh Street                
233 Armagh Street                
237 Armagh Street       cottage 2 no no yes  n/a n/d  
32 Avonside Drive splayed flat 1+1+1 no no no cottage 4 yes yes yes  n/a yes 2 

32 Avonside Drive                
32 Avonside Drive                
142 Avonside Drive octagonal faceted 1+1+1 yes keystones, dentils, brackets, moulded 

surrounds, Corinthian columns, round-
headed windows 

yes villa 7 yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 7 

142 Avonside Drive                
142 Avonside Drive                
448 Avonside Drive rectangular concave 1+Chicago+1 no no n/a villa 5 yes n/d n/d pressed metal yes yes 1 

448 Avonside Drive                
30 Bangor Street       cottage 2 no yes n/d yes n/a no  
32 Bangor Street       cottage 2 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/d  
36 Bangor Street       n/d 2 yes no no yes n/d yes 4 

36 Bangor Street                
56 Bangor Street       cottage 2 no no yes yes n/a no  
56 Bangor Street                
56 Bangor Street                
61 Bangor Street       villa 2 yes n/d n/d  n/d no  
351 Barbadoes  
Street       n/d 2 yes yes no n/d n/d n/d  
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Location Interior 
Street address Hall  

CR 
Parlour  
CR 

Other 
front  
room 
CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  
room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms 
with  
CC 

Hall  
CC 

Parlour  
CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room 
CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Second 
front room 
skirting  
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting  
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting  
height  
(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting  
height  
(mm) 

25 Armagh Street      n/d       n/d         
233 Armagh Street      no       no 280 130 200 200 150 140   
233 Armagh Street                      
233 Armagh Street                      
237 Armagh Street      n/d       n/d     210    
32 Avonside Drive no yes yes no no no       no     390    
32 Avonside Drive                      
32 Avonside Drive                      
142 Avonside Drive n/d yes yes yes n/d yes 2 n/d yes yes no no no   210      
142 Avonside Drive                      
142 Avonside Drive                      
448 Avonside Drive yes n/d n/d n/d no yes 1 yes n/d n/d n/d no yes         
448 Avonside Drive                      
30 Bangor Street      no       yes    180     
32 Bangor Street      n/d       n/d         
36 Bangor Street no yes yes yes yes no       no         
36 Bangor Street                      
56 Bangor Street      no       no    210     
56 Bangor Street                      
56 Bangor Street                      
61 Bangor Street      no       no 200  230 200 180    
351 Barbadoes  
Street      n/d       n/d     110    
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Location Interior  

Street address Service 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

25 Armagh Street    

233 Armagh Street   Floor area does not include the full extent of the back rooms and was thus excluded from the 
floor area statistics. 

233 Armagh Street    

233 Armagh Street    

237 Armagh Street    

32 Avonside Drive  Two of the windows on the SF elevation were dormer - both of these had decorative 
bargeboards and finials. 

Floor area does not include walls. Not included in floor area statistics. 

32 Avonside Drive    

32 Avonside Drive    

142 Avonside Drive  Highly decorative house. Decorative panels between the eaves brackets.  

142 Avonside Drive    

142 Avonside Drive    

448 Avonside Drive   The hall is actually T-shaped. 

448 Avonside Drive    

30 Bangor Street    

32 Bangor Street    

36 Bangor Street    

36 Bangor Street    

56 Bangor Street    

56 Bangor Street    

56 Bangor Street    

61 Bangor Street    

351 Barbadoes  

Street 
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

22 Bassett Street Burwood suburbs  1898 1897 1898 1895-99 K Henry Kirk 1890-98 female  

(married) 

owner-occupier in business 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

32 Beveridge Street Central central  1880 1880  1880-84    male owner-occupier carpenter/joiner 4 skilled working 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

Central central  1894   1890-94 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 institution n/a institution  n/a n/d 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

 central  1894   1890-94 Homebush Homebush   rental    n/a 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

 central  1894   1890-94     rental    n/a 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

 central  1894   1890-94     rental    n/a 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

Central central  1898 1897 1898 1895-99    female  

(married) 

owner-occupier builder 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

 central  1898   1895-99     private    middle 

423 Cashel Street Linwood suburbs  1888   1885-89    male speculative coachbuilder 4 skilled working 

423 Cashel Street                 

151 Cashmere Road Cashmere suburbs   1854 1856 1855-59    male owner-occupier runholder 1  upper middle 

151 Cashmere Road                 

42 Colombo Street Cashmere suburbs   1882 1886 1880-84    male owner-occupier contractor 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

42 Colombo Street                 

42 Colombo Street                 

847 Colombo Street Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male rental estate agent 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

847 Colombo Street                 

847 Colombo Street                 

849 Colombo Street Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male rental estate agent 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

849 Colombo Street                 

849 Colombo Street                 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
original no. 
of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

22 Bassett Street 2a 8094  1 126.9 8 8 11.2 9.5 47.5 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

32 Beveridge Street 1r 1012  1 82.7 6 6 11.2 9 5.1 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

2r 2023  2  12 12 12.3 10.9 27.5 n/d gable gable+saltbox other single bay other detached 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   2          other    

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   2          other    

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   2          other    

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

1r 506  1 123.5 9 10 10.8 10 5.7 no hipped centre gutter bay villa single bay single bay detached 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                 

423 Cashel Street 1r 13.4p 1350  2    10.5 13.4 17.2 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

423 Cashel Street                  

151 Cashmere Road 168a 679,872  2  13  16 11.3  no gable gable other double box wide gable detached 

151 Cashmere Road                  

42 Colombo Street 3a 1r 30p 13911  2  16 16 11.8 12.7 28.7 yes hipped centre gutter standard villa square plan square villa: other detached 

42 Colombo Street                  

42 Colombo Street                  

847 Colombo Street 2r 33p 2858  2  12 12 7.6 11.5 5.2 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

847 Colombo Street                  

847 Colombo Street                  

849 Colombo Street 2r 33p 2858  2  12 12 7.6 11.5 5.2 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

849 Colombo Street                  

849 Colombo Street                  
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Location Form External appearance  

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

22 Bassett Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space yes 

32 Beveridge Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space no 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no  yes yes yes no decorative brick work, dentils no yes 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

             

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

             

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

             

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

             

423 Cashel Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

423 Cashel Street              

151 Cashmere Road symmetrical permanent materials mud brick  n/d thatched no n/a   n/a no no 

151 Cashmere Road              

42 Colombo Street symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

42 Colombo Street              

42 Colombo Street              

847 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

847 Colombo Street              

847 Colombo Street              

849 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

849 Colombo Street              

849 Colombo Street              
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda post 
fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/paired 
posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front door 
form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

22 Bassett Street no straight n/d n/d n/d n/d yes yes n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

32 Beveridge Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d yes yes yes 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single dentils, wooden 
brackets 

n/a no no 4-panel yes yes yes 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

              

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

              

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

              

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

single no n/a n/a ? 2-panel yes yes yes 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

              

423 Cashel Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a n/d n/d n/d n/d 

423 Cashel Street               

151 Cashmere Road yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single no n/a no no 4-panel no yes yes 

151 Cashmere Road               

42 Colombo Street yes hipped cast iron yes shaped, moulded capital pairs cast iron n/a no no n/d yes yes n/d 

42 Colombo Street               

42 Colombo Street               

847 Colombo Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d yes yes yes 

847 Colombo Street               

847 Colombo Street               

849 Colombo Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d yes yes yes 

849 Colombo Street               

849 Colombo Street               
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

22 Bassett Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom, 
panelled recess 

yes 2 bay 2 sash  1 yes no no no protruding roof 2 double 

32 Beveridge Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom yes 2 double 2 sash  1 yes no no yes moulded timber under sill   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 5 triple 1 sash  1 yes no no yes limestone mullions & transom   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   triple 1 sash  1 yes no no no limestone mullions & transom   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   double 1 sash  1 yes no no no limestone mullions & transom   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   single 1 sash  1 yes no no no limestone transom   

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 2 double 1 sash  1 yes no no no no 1 single 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   bay 1 sash  1 yes no yes no protruding roof   

423 Cashel Street n/d no 5 single 3 sash n/d  n/d no no no moulded timber under sill 2 double 

423 Cashel Street    bay 2 sash  1 yes no no no moulded eaves, protruding roof   

151 Cashmere Road moulded surround, capitals on the 
mullions 

no 7 dormer 3 casement  3 n/a no no no decorative bargeboards, finials   

151 Cashmere Road    door 4 French doors n/d  n/d n/a n/a n/a n/a   

42 Colombo Street n/d no 5 Chicago 2 sash  1 yes no yes yes plaster surround   

42 Colombo Street    double 2 sash  1 yes no yes no plaster surround, plaster moulding under sill   

42 Colombo Street    single 1 sash  1 yes no yes no plaster surround, plaster moulding under sill   

847 Colombo Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no no stickwork below window   

847 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

847 Colombo Street    single 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

849 Colombo Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no no stickwork below window   

849 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

849 Colombo Street    single 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

 Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses 
(CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

22 Bassett Street rectangular flat 1+Chicago+1 yes protruding roof n/a villa  5 yes yes no  n/d no  

32 Beveridge Street       villa  4 yes no no yes n/d yes 4 

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

      villa  5 yes n/d n/d  n/d n/d  

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

rectangular flat 1+2+1 no protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a villa  3 yes yes no yes yes yes 3 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                

423 Cashel Street rectangular gable 1+2+1 yes protruding roof, moulded eaves no n/d 4*  yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 1 

423 Cashel Street                 

151 Cashmere Road       villa 4*  yes n/d n/d  n/d no  

151 Cashmere Road                 

42 Colombo Street       villa  9 yes yes n/d  yes yes 2 

42 Colombo Street                 

42 Colombo Street                 

847 Colombo Street       half villa  4 yes no no  no yes 5 

847 Colombo Street                 

847 Colombo Street                 

849 Colombo Street       half villa  4 yes no no  no yes 5 

849 Colombo Street                 

849 Colombo Street                 
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms  
with  

CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

22 Bassett Street      no       no 200  200 180 180   180 

32 Beveridge Street no yes yes yes yes no       n/d 290  290 290 220    

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

     n/d       n/d         

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                     

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                     

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                     

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

no yes yes yes no yes 2 yes yes no no no no 290  290 290 210   210 

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

                     

423 Cashel Street n/d yes n/d n/d n/d n/d       n/d         

423 Cashel Street                      

151 Cashmere Road      no       no   270 270     

151 Cashmere Road                      

42 Colombo Street no yes no yes no yes 3 yes yes yes no no yes         

42 Colombo Street                      

42 Colombo Street                      

847 Colombo Street no yes yes yes no yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

847 Colombo Street                      

847 Colombo Street                      

849 Colombo Street no yes yes yes no yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

849 Colombo Street                      

849 Colombo Street                      
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Location Interior  

Street address Service 
rooms 2 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

22 Bassett Street  The porch has decorative posts & these had decorative brackets.  

32 Beveridge Street    

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

109 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

329 Cambridge  

Terrace 

   

423 Cashel Street   The house had been badly damaged by fire. 

423 Cashel Street    

151 Cashmere Road    

151 Cashmere Road    

42 Colombo Street    

42 Colombo Street    

42 Colombo Street    

847 Colombo Street    

847 Colombo Street    

847 Colombo Street    

849 Colombo Street    

849 Colombo Street    

849 Colombo Street    
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

851 Colombo Street Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male rental estate agent 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

851 Colombo Street                 

851 Colombo Street                 

851 Colombo Street                 

853 Colombo Street Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male rental estate agent 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

853 Colombo Street                 

853 Colombo Street                 

853 Colombo Street                 

855 Colombo Street Central central   1877 1883 1880-84    male rental builder 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

855 Colombo Street                 

857 Colombo Street Central central   1877 1888 1880-84    male owner-occupier builder 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

857 Colombo Street  central     1880-84     private    middle 

948 Colombo Street St Albans suburbs  1880  c.1883 1880-84 W N William Neighbours 1863-83/86 male owner-occupier carpenter 4 skilled working 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

Central central   1871 1875 1870-74 J B Joseph Bailey 1866-69 male owner-occupier grocer 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

                

22 Cranmer Square Central central  1882 1881 1882 1880-84    male rental teacher 3 semi-professional upper middle 

22 Cranmer Square                 

24 Cranmer Square Central central  1882 1881 1882 1880-84    male owner-occupier teacher 3 semi-professional upper middle 

24 Cranmer Square                 

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

Richmond suburbs  1883 1883  1880-84    male owner-occupier tailor 4 skilled working 

84 Gayhurst Street Dallington suburbs   1890 1903 1895-99 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 female  

(married) 

owner-occupier telegraph lineman 7 skilled working 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
orig no. of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

851 Colombo Street 2r 33p 2858  2  12 12 7.6 11.5 5.2 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

851 Colombo Street                  

851 Colombo Street                  

851 Colombo Street                  

853 Colombo Street 2r 33p 2858  2  12 12 7.6 11.5 5.2 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

853 Colombo Street                  

853 Colombo Street                  

853 Colombo Street                  

855 Colombo Street 1r 16p 1416  2  13 13 6.9 10.3 5.4 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) detached 

855 Colombo Street                  

857 Colombo Street 1r 16p 1416  2  13 13 8.2 11.2 5.4 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) detached 

857 Colombo Street    2          standard villa   detached 

948 Colombo Street 1r 1012  1 65.6 6 6 7.3 9.4 5.7 no gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

1a 17.5p 4487  2   13  10.2 13.3 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d detached 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

                 

22 Cranmer Square 20p 506  2  10 10 10 9.4 1.6 no hipped centre gutter standard villa square plan square villa: other semidetached 

22 Cranmer Square                  

24 Cranmer Square 20p 506  2  10 10 10 9.4 1.6 no hipped centre gutter standard villa square plan square villa: other semidetached 

24 Cranmer Square                  

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

1r 6p 1163  1  8 8 11.5 13.2 5.8 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

84 Gayhurst Street 2a 3r 17p 11559  1 48.6 5 5 8 7.5 16.5 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

851 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

851 Colombo Street              

851 Colombo Street              

851 Colombo Street              

853 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

853 Colombo Street              

853 Colombo Street              

853 Colombo Street              

855 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a slate no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

855 Colombo Street              

857 Colombo Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d slate no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

857 Colombo Street asymmetrical             

948 Colombo Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a shingles no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d slate n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

             

22 Cranmer Square symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no yes 

22 Cranmer Square              

24 Cranmer Square symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no yes 

24 Cranmer Square symmetrical             

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

symmetrical permanent materials brick  yes corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space yes 

84 Gayhurst Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/pair 
ed posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front 
door form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

851 Colombo Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d yes yes yes 

851 Colombo Street               

851 Colombo Street               

851 Colombo Street               

853 Colombo Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d yes yes yes 

853 Colombo Street               

853 Colombo Street               

853 Colombo Street               

855 Colombo Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

single yes n/a no no n/d yes yes yes 

855 Colombo Street               

857 Colombo Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

single yes n/a no no 5-panel yes yes no 

857 Colombo Street               

948 Colombo Street yes bullnose wooden yes stop-chamfered single wooden brackets n/a n/a no n/d yes no yes 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

              

22 Cranmer Square no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d no n/a 6-panel yes yes yes 

22 Cranmer Square               

24 Cranmer Square no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d no n/a 6-panel yes yes yes 

24 Cranmer Square               

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a n/a n/d yes yes no 

84 Gayhurst Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a n/a n/d n/d no no 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

851 Colombo Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no no stickwork below window   

851 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

851 Colombo Street    single 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

851 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

853 Colombo Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no no stickwork below window   

853 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no no stickwork below window   

853 Colombo Street    single 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

853 Colombo Street    double 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

855 Colombo Street moulded surround, stop-chamfered 
mullions & transom 

no 3 Chicago 1 sash  1 yes yes no yes no   

855 Colombo Street    single 2 sash  1 yes yes yes yes moulded timber under sill   

857 Colombo Street no no 3 Chicago 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

857 Colombo Street    single 2 sash  1 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

948 Colombo Street moulded surround no 2 single 2 sash  2 yes no no n/d moulded surround   

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

n/d n/d n/d bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/a n/d n/d 1 n/d 

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

   unid n/d n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

22 Cranmer Square moulded surround & transom, panelled 
recess, keystone 

yes 5 single 3 sash  2 yes no no no plaster surround, keystone   

22 Cranmer Square    Chicago 2 sash  1 yes no no no plaster surround, keystone   

24 Cranmer Square moulded surround & transom, panelled 
recess, keystone 

yes 5 single 3 sash  2 yes no no no plaster surround, keystone   

24 Cranmer Square    Chicago 2 sash  1 yes no no no plaster surround, keystone   

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

no yes 2 double 2 sash  1 no no no no plaster surround   

84 Gayhurst Street no no 2 unid 2 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses 
(CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

851 Colombo Street       half villa 4 yes no no  no yes 5 

851 Colombo Street                

851 Colombo Street                

851 Colombo Street                

853 Colombo Street       half villa 4 yes no no  no yes 5 

853 Colombo Street                

853 Colombo Street                

853 Colombo Street                

855 Colombo Street       half villa 5 yes no no  no yes 7 

855 Colombo Street                

857 Colombo Street       half villa 5 yes no no  yes yes 10 

857 Colombo Street       half villa         

948 Colombo Street       villa 2 yes yes yes  n/d no  

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

splayed n/d 1+1+1 n/d n/d  n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

               

22 Cranmer Square       villa 3 yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 1 

22 Cranmer Square                

24 Cranmer Square       villa 3 yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 1 

24 Cranmer Square                

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

      villa 4 yes n/d n/d  yes yes 3 

84 Gayhurst Street       cottage 2 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a no  
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms 
with  
CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

851 Colombo Street no yes yes yes no yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

851 Colombo Street                      

851 Colombo Street                      

851 Colombo Street                      

853 Colombo Street no yes yes yes no yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

853 Colombo Street                      

853 Colombo Street                      

853 Colombo Street                      

855 Colombo Street yes yes yes yes yes yes 3 yes yes yes no no n/d         

855 Colombo Street                      

857 Colombo Street yes yes yes yes yes yes 3 yes yes yes no no yes         

857 Colombo Street                      

948 Colombo Street      no       n/d 200  200      

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

     n/d       n/d         

896-900 Colombo  

Street 

                     

22 Cranmer Square no yes no no no yes yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d         

22 Cranmer Square                      

24 Cranmer Square no yes no no no yes yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d         

24 Cranmer Square                      

236 Fitzgerald  

Avenue 

yes yes yes no no yes 3 yes yes yes no no no         

84 Gayhurst Street      no       n/d         
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Location Interior  

Street address Service rooms 
2 skirting 
height (mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

851 Colombo Street    

851 Colombo Street    

851 Colombo Street    

851 Colombo Street    

853 Colombo Street    

853 Colombo Street    

853 Colombo Street    

853 Colombo Street    

855 Colombo Street    

855 Colombo Street    

857 Colombo Street    

857 Colombo Street    

948 Colombo Street    

896-900 Colombo Street    

896-900 Colombo Street    

22 Cranmer Square    

22 Cranmer Square    

24 Cranmer Square    

24 Cranmer Square    

236 Fitzgerald Avenue    

84 Gayhurst Street   The bricks were from the founds. Not clear how original they were. 
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

32c Glandovey Road Fendalton suburbs   1854 1896     n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

32c Glandovey Road                 

21 Gloucester Street Central central  1880 1879 1880 1880-84    male owner-occupier auctioneer 3 semi-professional upper middle 

21 Gloucester Street                 

21 Gloucester Street                 

270 Gloucester Street Central central  1885 1881 1885 1880-84 W N William Neighbours 1863-83/86 male rental solicitor 2 professional upper middle 

270 Gloucester Street                 

272 Gloucester Street Central central  1885 1881 1885 1880-84 W N William Neighbours 1863-83/86 male rental solicitor 2 professional upper middle 

272 Gloucester Street  central     1880-84     rental    upper middle 

322 Gloucester Street Central central   1878 1885 1880-84 A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885 male rental plumber 4 skilled working 

438 Gloucester Street Linwood suburbs  1878 1878 1878 1875-79    male owner-occupier chemist 2 professional upper middle 

438 Gloucester Street                 

88 Halton Street Strowan suburbs  1882 1881 1882 1880-84    male owner-occupier auctioneer 3 semi-professional upper middle 

88 Halton Street                 

88 Halton Street                 

88 Halton Street                 

34 Harvey Terrace Richmond suburbs  1899 1898 1899 1895-99 B2, B3, B4 John Brightling 1880-1898+ female (married) owner-occupier printer 4 skilled working 

34 Harvey Terrace                 

85 Hawford Road Opawa suburbs  1882   1880-84 J B John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier architect 2 professional upper middle 

85 Hawford Road        W N William Neighbours 1883-86       

85 Hawford Road                 

50a Heberden Avenue Sumner suburbs  1853   1850-54    male n/d doctor 2 professional upper middle 

50b Heberden Avenue Sumner suburbs  1853   1850-54    male n/d doctor 2 professional upper middle 

294 Hereford Street Central central   1877 1884 1880-84    male rental tailor 4 skilled working 

294 Hereford Street                 

294 Hereford Street                 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
orig no. of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
st boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

32c Glandovey Road 100a 404,686  1 93.0 6 6    n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d detached 

32c Glandovey Road                  

21 Gloucester Street 1r 0.4p 1022  2 344.6 16 18 13.7 12.4 14 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

21 Gloucester Street                  

21 Gloucester Street                  

270 Gloucester Street 1r 1012  1 96.3 8 8 9.1 9 13 no gable centre gutter (side) bay villa combined box single bay detached 

270 Gloucester Street                  

272 Gloucester Street 1r 1012  1 96.3 8 8 9.1 9 13 no gable centre gutter (side) bay villa combined box single bay detached 

272 Gloucester Street    1          bay villa   detached 

322 Gloucester Street 1r 1012  1 55.1 4 4 8.2  8.5 n/d gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

438 Gloucester Street 1a 0r 1p 4072  2  10 12 12.4 11.2 12.1 yes hipped L-shaped other L plan other detached 

438 Gloucester Street                  

88 Halton Street 3a 3r 12p 15479  2 259.5 10 10 14.7 10 35.1 yes gable gable other return bay other detached 

88 Halton Street                  

88 Halton Street                  

88 Halton Street                  

34 Harvey Terrace 1r 34.5p 1883  1 153.0 10 10 11.1 14 11.8 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

34 Harvey Terrace                  

85 Hawford Road 2r 3p 2099.3  1  10 11 12.2 11.5 15.7 no hipped centre gutter bay villa double bay single bay detached 

85 Hawford Road                  

85 Hawford Road                  

50a Heberden Avenue 1r   2 58.9 4 4 4.6 6.9  no gable gable other double box wide gable semidetached 

50b Heberden Avenue 1r   2 58.9 4 4 4.6 6.9  no gable gable other double box wide gable semidetached 

294 Hereford Street 1r 1012  2  10 10 11.1 9.3 13.7 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard 
form 

Quoins Roof cladding Street-facing gable 
end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

32c Glandovey Road n/d weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a n/d yes yes no no stickwork yes no 

32c Glandovey Road              

21 Gloucester Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard no shingles no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

21 Gloucester Street              

21 Gloucester Street              

270 Gloucester Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron yes yes yes yes no no n/d 

270 Gloucester Street              

272 Gloucester Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron yes yes yes yes no no n/d 

272 Gloucester Street asymmetrical             

322 Gloucester Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/d 

438 Gloucester Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

438 Gloucester Street              

88 Halton Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes yes yes yes porthole, brackets no no 

88 Halton Street              

88 Halton Street              

88 Halton Street              

34 Harvey Terrace symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

34 Harvey Terrace              

85 Hawford Road asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

85 Hawford Road              

85 Hawford Road              

50a Heberden Avenue symmetrical permanent materials stone  no slate no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

50b Heberden Avenue symmetrical permanent materials stone  no slate no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

294 Hereford Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated yes corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

294 Hereford Street              

294 Hereford Street              
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/ paired 
posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front door 
form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

32c Glandovey Road no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/a n/a 4-panel yes yes yes 

32c Glandovey Road               

21 Gloucester Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no north, 
west 

balcony n/d yes yes yes 

21 Gloucester Street               

21 Gloucester Street               

270 Gloucester Street yes concave n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no 4-panel yes yes yes 

270 Gloucester Street               

272 Gloucester Street yes concave n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no 4-panel yes yes yes 

272 Gloucester Street               

322 Gloucester Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

438 Gloucester Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a 6-panel yes yes yes 

438 Gloucester Street               

88 Halton Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded capital single wooden brackets n/a no no 6-panel yes yes yes 

88 Halton Street               

88 Halton Street               

88 Halton Street               

34 Harvey Terrace yes bullnose wooden yes stop-chamfered pairs cast iron, wooden 
brackets 

n/a n/a no n/d yes yes n/d 

34 Harvey Terrace               

85 Hawford Road yes convex wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded capital single cast iron n/a n/a no 4-panel yes yes yes 

85 Hawford Road               

85 Hawford Road               

50a Heberden Avenue no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a n/d no no no 

50b Heberden Avenue no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a n/d no no no 

294 Hereford Street yes concave wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded capital single cast iron n/a no no n/d yes yes n/d 

294 Hereford Street               

294 Hereford Street               
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window 
type 

No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

32c Glandovey Road diamond-paned leadlights, with red glass no 2 unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 1 single 

32c Glandovey Road    bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

21 Gloucester Street panelled recess yes 5 bay 2 sash  1 yes no n/a n/a protruding roof, moulded eaves 2 double 

21 Gloucester Street    double 2 sash  1 no yes yes no no   

21 Gloucester Street    single 1 sash  1 no yes yes no no   

270 Gloucester Street stop-chamfered mullions, moulded transom no 2 double 1 sash  1 no no no yes no 1 single 

270 Gloucester Street    bay 1 sash  1 no no yes yes protruding roof, moulded eaves   

272 Gloucester Street stop-chamfered mullions, moulded transom no 2 double 1 sash  1 no no no yes no 1 single 

272 Gloucester Street    bay 1 sash  1 no no yes yes protruding roof, moulded eaves   

322 Gloucester Street n/d n/d 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

438 Gloucester Street panelled recess yes 5 single 1 sash  1 no yes no no edge beading   

438 Gloucester Street    Chicago 4 sash  1 no yes no no edge beading   

88 Halton Street panelled recess + ogee decoration on transom yes 5 double 1 sash  1 yes yes yes yes no 1 single 

88 Halton Street    triple 2 sash  1 yes yes yes yes no   

88 Halton Street    triple 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

88 Halton Street    bay 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

34 Harvey Terrace n/d yes 2 double 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

34 Harvey Terrace    unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

85 Hawford Road moulded beading (mullions & transom) no 3 bay 1 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves, dentils 1 single 

85 Hawford Road    triple 1 casement n/a  n/a no n/d n/d no   

85 Hawford Road    n/d 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

50a Heberden Avenue no no 1 double 1 casement  2 n/a no no no no   

50b Heberden Avenue no no 1 double 1 casement  2 n/a no no no no   

294 Hereford Street n/d no 5 single 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

294 Hereford Street    double 2 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

294 Hereford Street    door 2 French doors n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a no   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

 Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses (CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

32c Glandovey Road rectangular flat n/d no n/d n/a villa  2 n/d yes n/d yes n/d n/d  

32c Glandovey Road                 

21 Gloucester Street rectangular n/d 1+2+1 no n/d no villa  7 yes n/d n/d yes n/d yes 6 

21 Gloucester Street                 

21 Gloucester Street                 

270 Gloucester Street rectangular flat 1+2+1 no protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a villa  4 yes yes n/d yes yes yes 2 

270 Gloucester Street                 

272 Gloucester Street rectangular flat 1+2+1 no protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a villa  4 yes yes n/d yes yes yes 2 

272 Gloucester Street                 

322 Gloucester Street       n/d 1*  no yes no  n/d no  

438 Gloucester Street       villa  4 yes n/d n/d yes? yes yes 1 

438 Gloucester Street                 

88 Halton Street rectangular sloping? 1+4+1 yes no no villa  6 yes yes no  no yes 1 

88 Halton Street                 

88 Halton Street                 

88 Halton Street                 

34 Harvey Terrace       villa  6 yes yes no yes yes yes 4 

34 Harvey Terrace                 

85 Hawford Road rectangular gable 1+Chicago+1 n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves, dentils n/a villa  4 yes yes no  yes yes 5 

85 Hawford Road                 

85 Hawford Road                 

50a Heberden Avenue       n/a  1 yes yes no  n/a no  

50b Heberden Avenue       n/a  1 yes yes no  n/a no  

294 Hereford Street       villa  6 yes yes no  no no  

294 Hereford Street                 

294 Hereford Street                 
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling cornices 
(CC) 

No. of rooms 
with CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other front  
room CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall skirting  
 (mm) 

Hall 2 skirting  
height (mm) 

Parlour skirting 
(mm) 

Second front room 
skirting (mm) 

Secondary rooms  
skirting (mm) 

32c Glandovey Road      n/d       n/d      

32c Glandovey Road                   

21 Gloucester Street  yes yes yes yes yes 3 yes yes yes no no yes 360  360 320 280 

21 Gloucester Street                   

21 Gloucester Street                   

270 Gloucester Street yes no yes no no no       yes 270 60 270 270  

270 Gloucester Street                   

272 Gloucester Street yes no yes no no no       yes 270 60 270 270  

272 Gloucester Street                   

322 Gloucester Street      no       n/d      

438 Gloucester Street no yes yes no no yes 2 yes yes no no no yes      

438 Gloucester Street                   

88 Halton Street no yes no no no yes 3 yes yes yes no no yes     230 

88 Halton Street                   

88 Halton Street                   

88 Halton Street                   

34 Harvey Terrace no yes yes yes no no       no 280  280 280 280 

34 Harvey Terrace                   

85 Hawford Road yes yes yes yes no yes 3 yes yes yes no no no 290  290 290 190 

85 Hawford Road                   

85 Hawford Road                   

50a Heberden Avenue      no       no 180  180  180 

50b Heberden Avenue      no       no 180  180  180 

294 Hereford Street      no       no      

294 Hereford Street                   

294 Hereford Street                   
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Location Interior   

Street address Secondary 
rooms 2 skirting 
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 skirting 
(mm) 

Service rooms  
skirting (mm) 

Service rooms 2 
skirting height 
(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

32c Glandovey Road       

32c Glandovey Road       

21 Gloucester Street 260 210 140  Moulded weatherboards.  

21 Gloucester Street       

21 Gloucester Street       

270 Gloucester Street   230 60 Probably originally had a ceiling rose in the parlour.  

270 Gloucester Street       

272 Gloucester Street   230 60 Probably had cornices originally, given that 270 did. And probably also had a ceiling rose in the hall.  

272 Gloucester Street       

322 Gloucester Street       

438 Gloucester Street       

438 Gloucester Street       

88 Halton Street     String course above the window on the street-facing elevation. Narrows in height rather than depth 

88 Halton Street       

88 Halton Street       

88 Halton Street       

34 Harvey Terrace 180 190     

34 Harvey Terrace       

85 Hawford Road 290 260 220 200   

85 Hawford Road       

85 Hawford Road       

50a Heberden Avenue       

50b Heberden Avenue       

294 Hereford Street      Narrows in height rather than depth 

294 Hereford Street       

294 Hereford Street       
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

401 Hereford Street Linwood suburbs  1891 1888 1891 1890-94    male owner-occupier accountant 2 professional upper middle 

401 Hereford Street                 

19 Hurley Street Central central yes 1881 1878 1881 1880-84 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male owner-occupier? labourer? 9 unskilled working? 

19 Hurley Street        A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885       

172 Kilmore Street Central central   1877 1883 1880-84    male rental confectioner, wine 
merchant &  
property developer 

4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

254 Kilmore Street Central central  1888 1887 1888 1885-89    male owner-occupier tailor 4 skilled working 

255 Kilmore Street Central central   1877 1884 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-1882/1885 male rental bootmaker 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

255 Kilmore Street                 

257 Kilmore Street Central central   1877 1884 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-1882/1885 male rental bootmaker 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

257 Kilmore Street                 

30 Linwood Avenue Linwood suburbs  1857 1852 1861 1855-59 J R   male owner-occupier newspaper owner 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

30 Linwood Avenue                 

358 Madras Street Central central   1877 1880 1875-79 1 B John Brightling 1880-1898+ male rental storeman 6 white collar middle 

358 Madras Street                 

441 Madras Street St Albans suburbs  1893 1891 1893 1890-94 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 n/a owner-occupier builder/bricklayer 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

441 Madras Street  suburbs     1890-94 W N William Neighbours 1863-83  private    middle 

441 Madras Street  suburbs     1890-94 NEIGHBOURS William Neighbours   private    middle 

443 Madras Street St Albans suburbs  1896  1896 1895-99 B, 3B, B4 John Brightling 1880-1898+ male speculative builder/bricklayer 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

534 Madras Street St Albans suburbs  1896 1894 1896 1895-99    male owner-occupier shoemaker 4 skilled working 

534 Madras Street                 

2/511 Madras Street St Albans suburbs  1896 1895 1896 1895-99 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 male owner-occupier baker 4 skilled working 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
original no. 
of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

401 Hereford Street 1r 1012  2 200.8 14 14 8.8 13.3 13.4 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa detached 

401 Hereford Street                  

19 Hurley Street 32p 809  1 62.3 6 6 8.8 7.9 5.1 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

19 Hurley Street                  

172 Kilmore Street 5r 5059  1    9.7 8.2 2.1 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square semidetached 

254 Kilmore Street 25.25p 639  2    8.7 11.2 0 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan square villa: other detached 

255 Kilmore Street 2r 2023  1 101.2 5 5 9 9.9 14.3 no gable wide gable bay cottage combined box combined box: wide 
gable+bay 

semidetached 

255 Kilmore Street                  

257 Kilmore Street 2r 2023  1 101.2 5 5 9 9.9 14.3 no gable wide gable bay cottage combined box combined box: wide 
gable+bay 

semidetached 

257 Kilmore Street                  

30 Linwood Avenue 50a 202,343  2  12 14 13.1 10.7 36.1 n/d hipped pyramid other L plan other detached 

30 Linwood Avenue                  

358 Madras Street 1r 5p 1138  1 59.1 5 5 9 7.5 5.7 no gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

358 Madras Street                  

441 Madras Street 36p 911  1  8 8 11.1 13.9 8.1 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

441 Madras Street    1          standard villa    

441 Madras Street    1          standard villa    

443 Madras Street 36p 911  1  9 9 11.5 13.9 10.9 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

534 Madras Street 32.9p 832  1 81.7 6 6 9.9 10.2 8.4 no gable gable+wide gable bay cottage combined box combined box: L plan detached 

534 Madras Street                  

2/511 Madras Street 36p 911  1 109.4 8 8 10.2 10.6 10.9 no gable gable+saltbox bay cottage combined box combined box: L plan detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

401 Hereford Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

401 Hereford Street              

19 Hurley Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

19 Hurley Street              

172 Kilmore Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes no 

254 Kilmore Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick  n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

255 Kilmore Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d no no 

255 Kilmore Street              

257 Kilmore Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d no no 

257 Kilmore Street              

30 Linwood Avenue symmetrical permanent materials brick  yes shingles no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

30 Linwood Avenue              

358 Madras Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no shingles yes yes yes yes no no no 

358 Madras Street              

441 Madras Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

441 Madras Street              

441 Madras Street              

443 Madras Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

534 Madras Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes no no no no space no 

534 Madras Street              

2/511 Madras Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes n/d no n/d no space yes 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/ paired 
posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front door 
form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

401 Hereford Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d east  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

401 Hereford Street               

19 Hurley Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/a  n/d n/d no n/d 

19 Hurley Street               

172 Kilmore Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/a n/a 4-panel yes yes no 

254 Kilmore Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no no 4-panel yes yes n/d 

255 Kilmore Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no n/d no no n/d 

255 Kilmore Street               

257 Kilmore Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no n/d no no n/d 

257 Kilmore Street               

30 Linwood Avenue no straight cast iron yes moulded capitals, ornate bases pairs cast iron no no no n/d n/d yes n/d 

30 Linwood Avenue               

358 Madras Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a 3-panel yes no yes 

358 Madras Street               

441 Madras Street yes bullnose wooden yes stop-chamfered single n/d n/a n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

441 Madras Street               

441 Madras Street               

443 Madras Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d yes yes n/d 

534 Madras Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single no n/a n/a no 3-panel yes yes yes 

534 Madras Street               

2/511 Madras Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered, grooves single n/d n/a n/a no n/d n/d n/d n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

401 Hereford Street n/d n/d 3 double 1 sash  1 yes n/d yes n/d no   

401 Hereford Street    unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

19 Hurley Street n/d n/d 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

19 Hurley Street                

172 Kilmore Street no no 2 Chicago 2 sash  2 no no no no no   

254 Kilmore Street n/d yes 5 single 5 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

255 Kilmore Street n/d no 2 Chicago 1 sash  1 no no no n/d edge beading   

255 Kilmore Street    single 1 sash  2 n/d no n/d n/d n/d   

257 Kilmore Street n/d no 2 Chicago 1 sash  1 no n/d no n/d edge beading   

257 Kilmore Street    single 1 sash  2 n/d no n/d n/d n/d   

30 Linwood Avenue n/d no 9 single 5 casement n/a  n/a no no yes stone surround w/ keystone   

30 Linwood Avenue    door 4 French doors n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d   

358 Madras Street moulded surround no 2 single 1 sash 1+2  no no no no no 1 single 

358 Madras Street    bay 1 n/d  1 no no no no protruding roof, moulded eaves   

441 Madras Street tiles on the front door step yes 2 Chicago 2 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d moulded surround   

441 Madras Street                

441 Madras Street                

443 Madras Street n/d n/d 2 bay 2 sash  1 yes n/a (bays) no no no 2 double 

534 Madras Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom, 
bases 

no 2 double 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no 1 single 

534 Madras Street    bay 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

2/511 Madras Street n/d no 3 single 2 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d no 1 single 
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

 Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses (CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

401 Hereford Street       half villa  5 yes yes no yes n/d yes 6 

401 Hereford Street                 

19 Hurley Street       cottage  2 n/d yes yes  n/a yes 1 

19 Hurley Street                 

172 Kilmore Street       villa   yes n/d n/d yes no n/d  

254 Kilmore Street       n/d 3*  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

255 Kilmore Street       n/d  3 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

255 Kilmore Street          yes       

257 Kilmore Street       n/d  3 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

257 Kilmore Street          yes       

30 Linwood Avenue       villa  3 yes no no yes n/d no  

30 Linwood Avenue                 

358 Madras Street splayed concave 1+1+1 no protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a cottage  1 no yes no yes n/a no  

358 Madras Street                 

441 Madras Street       villa  5 yes yes no no yes yes 9 

441 Madras Street       villa          

441 Madras Street       villa          

443 Madras Street rectangular flat 1+Chicago+1 no no n/a villa  5 yes n/d n/d no yes yes 3 

534 Madras Street rectangular flat 1+3+1 no no n/a villa  1 yes yes no yes no yes 2 

534 Madras Street                 

2/511 Madras Street rectangular sloping n/d n/d no n/a villa  3 yes yes no  no yes 1 
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms 
with  
CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

401 Hereford Street n/d yes yes yes yes yes 3 yes yes yes no no n/d 270  270 270 220 200  220 

401 Hereford Street                      

19 Hurley Street n/d n/d yes n/d n/d n/d       n/d         

19 Hurley Street                      

172 Kilmore Street      n/d       no 280  280  180    

254 Kilmore Street      n/d       n/d         

255 Kilmore Street      n/d       n/d         

255 Kilmore Street                      

257 Kilmore Street      n/d       n/d         

257 Kilmore Street                      

30 Linwood Avenue      yes 4 yes yes yes yes n/d no         

30 Linwood Avenue                      

358 Madras Street      no       no   130 130     

358 Madras Street                      

441 Madras Street yes yes yes yes yes yes 4 yes yes yes yes no n/d 305  270 280 210 220  205 

441 Madras Street                      

441 Madras Street                      

443 Madras Street no yes yes yes no yes 1 no yes no no no yes         

534 Madras Street no yes yes no no no       no 270  270 270 210   270 

534 Madras Street                      

2/511 Madras Street no no yes no no no       no         
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Location Interior  

Street address Service rooms 2 
skirting  
height (mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

401 Hereford Street 200   

401 Hereford Street    

19 Hurley Street    

19 Hurley Street    

172 Kilmore Street  Wainscoting was horizontal.  

254 Kilmore Street  String course between the two floors. Demolished without recording 

255 Kilmore Street    

255 Kilmore Street    

257 Kilmore Street    

257 Kilmore Street    

30 Linwood Avenue  Pediment on the roofline & veranda.  

30 Linwood Avenue    

358 Madras Street    

358 Madras Street    

441 Madras Street  Tesselated mosaic tiles on the front door step.  

441 Madras Street    

441 Madras Street    

443 Madras Street    

534 Madras Street    

534 Madras Street    

2/511 Madras Street    
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog 
mark 

Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

2/511 Madras Street                 

310 Marshland Road Marshland suburbs   1882 1890? 1885-89    n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

61 Martindales Road Heathcote suburbs   1882 1884 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-1882/1885 male owner-occupier engineer 7 skilled working 

21 Melrose Street Central central   1870 1877 1870-74 A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885 male n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

34 Mundys Road Dallington suburbs   1889 1911     female (married) owner-occupier blacksmith 4 skilled working 

25 Nairn Street Spreydon suburbs   1880 1885 1880-84 B, B1 John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier n/a n/a n/a n/d 

25 Nairn Street                 

123 New Brighton Road Burwood suburbs  1885 1883 1885 1885-89 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male n/d painter 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

123 New Brighton Road                 

123 New Brighton Road                 

558 New Brighton Road New Brighton suburbs  1899*   1895-99    female  

(married) 

rental dealer 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

14 Okeover Street Woolston suburbs   1865 1881     n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

232 Opawa Road Hillsborough suburbs  1878 1874 1879 1875-79 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male owner-occupier quarry man 8 semi-skilled working 

396 Oxford Terrace Central central yes 1879 1878 1879 1875-79    male rental? waiter 9 unskilled working 

402 Oxford Terrace Central central yes 1896 1883 1896 1895-99 K Henry Kirk 1890-98 n/a n/d labourer 9 unskilled working 

273 Pages Road Wainoni suburbs   1888 c.1910  B2 John Brightling 1880-1898+ n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

10 Parlane Street Addington suburbs  1880 1879 1880 1880-84 A & K Austin & Kirk c.1872-1886 male owner-occupier Methodist minister 
(retired) 

3 semi-professional upper middle 

10 Parlane Street                 

10 Parlane Street                 

10 Parlane Street                 

5 Rees Street Central central yes  1882 1885 1880-84    male owner-occupier n/a n/a n/a working 

5 Rees Street                 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
original no. 
of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

2/511 Madras Street                 

310 Marshland Road 14a 0r 14p  1 86.8 5 5 10.2 9.6 10.1 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

61 Martindales  

Road 

2r 2023 1 90.2 6 6 9.9 10 11.7 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

21 Melrose Street 12p 303 1 55.2 5 5 7.3 7.9 5.4 yes gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

34 Mundys Road 1r 1012 1    10.8 9.1 8.9 no hipped pyramid+turret standard villa square plan square villa: other detached 

25 Nairn Street 1r 1011 1  6 6 10.6 8.5 6.8 yes gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: F plan detached 

25 Nairn Street                 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

3a 2r 27p 14847 2 [182.8] 13 15 11.3 12.5 27.8 yes hipped centre gutter bay villa single bay single bay detached 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

                

123 New Brighton  

Road 

                

558 New Brighton  

Road 

1r 11p 1290 1  7 7 11.1 13 21.4 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

14 Okeover Street 1r 11p 1290 1 72.8 5 5 9.6 9 5.4 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

232 Opawa Road 2a 8094 1  5 5 8.6 8.2 15.2 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

396 Oxford Terrace 16p 405 1 78.9 7 6 10 9 6.3 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

402 Oxford Terrace 33p 835 1 76.0 5 5 9.9 8.2 10.8 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

273 Pages Road 1a 3r 21p 7613 1 [66.6] 5 5 10 8.5 7.9 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

10 Parlane Street 6a 24281 2  16 18 14.5 15 40.7 yes gable centre gutter bay villa return bay return bay detached 

10 Parlane Street                 

10 Parlane Street                 

10 Parlane Street                 

5 Rees Street 8p 202 1 [42] 4 5 8.8 7.5 3.9 yes gable gable+saltbox bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

5 Rees Street                 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

2/511 Madras Street              

310 Marshland Road symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

61 Martindales  

Road 

symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

21 Melrose Street n/d weatherboard weatherboard n/d no shingles no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

34 Mundys Road asymmetrical n/d n/d  n/d n/d no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

25 Nairn Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick + stone  yes corrugated iron yes yes yes yes no no n/d 

25 Nairn Street              

123 New Brighton  

Road 

asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

             

123 New Brighton  

Road 

             

558 New Brighton  

Road 

symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space no 

14 Okeover Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

232 Opawa Road symmetrical permanent materials stone  yes corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

396 Oxford Terrace symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space n/d 

402 Oxford Terrace symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no yes 

273 Pages Road symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space n/d 

10 Parlane Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a slate yes yes no yes porthole, brackets no no 

10 Parlane Street              

10 Parlane Street              

10 Parlane Street              

5 Rees Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 

5 Rees Street              
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/ paired 
posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front door 
form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

2/511 Madras Street               

310 Marshland Road no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/a n/a n/d no no n/d 

61 Martindales  

Road 

yes concave n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

21 Melrose Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a n/d n/d n/d n/d 

34 Mundys Road n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a  n/d yes yes n/d 

25 Nairn Street yes concave wooden yes stop-chamfered single n/d n/a n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

25 Nairn Street               

123 New Brighton  

Road 

yes n/d wooden yes stop-chamfered single cast iron+wooden n/a yes yes 6-panel yes yes yes 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

              

123 New Brighton  

Road 

              

558 New Brighton  

Road 

yes bullnose n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a  6-panel yes yes yes 

14 Okeover Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d n/d n/d n/d 

232 Opawa Road yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single cast iron n/a n/a no 4-panel yes no no 

396 Oxford Terrace yes concave wooden yes stop-chamfered single wooden brackets n/a n/a no n/d yes yes yes 

402 Oxford Terrace yes straight wooden yes moulded capitals pairs no n/a n/a no 14-panel yes yes yes 

273 Pages Road n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a  4-panel yes yes yes 

10 Parlane Street yes straight cast iron yes fluted single cast iron n/a no no n/d yes yes yes 

10 Parlane Street               

10 Parlane Street               

10 Parlane Street               

5 Rees Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a  n/d no no no 

5 Rees Street               
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window 
type 

No. of  

window type 

Window 
form 

No. of panes  Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of bay  
window 

2/511 Madras Street    bay 1 sash n/d  n/d no n/d n/d no   

310 Marshland Road n/d yes 2 unid 2 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d no   

61 Martindales Road stop-chamfered mullions & 
transom, grooves in surrounds 

no 2 double 2 sash  1 no n/d no n/d moulded surround   

21 Melrose Street n/d n/d 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

34 Mundys Road n/d no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

25 Nairn Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 single 2 sash  2 yes no no no stone surround   

25 Nairn Street    single 1 sash  2 no no no no stone surround   

123 New Brighton Road panelled recess, tiles on the front 
doorstep 

yes 5 Chicago 1 sash  1 no n/d no n/d no 2 single 

123 New Brighton Road    bay 2 sash  1 no no yes n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves   

123 New Brighton Road    door 2 stained 
glass 

n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a stained glass   

558 New Brighton Road moulded beading (mullions & 
transom) 

yes 2 Chicago 2 sash 1\2\1  no no no yes wooden roseheads/diamonds   

14 Okeover Street n/d no 2 double 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

232 Opawa Road no no 2 single 2 sash  2 no n/d no no (different) stone surround   

396 Oxford Terrace moulded beading (mullions & 
transom) 

yes 2 double 2 sash  1 no n/d no n/d no   

402 Oxford Terrace moulded surround yes 2 double 2 sash  9 yes no no no moulded surround   

273 Pages Road moulded beading (mullions & 
transom) 

no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

10 Parlane Street moulded surround, patterned glass, 
patterned transom 

no 5 bay 1 sash  1 yes no no yes protruding roof, moulded eaves, dentils, side 
panels 

1 single 

10 Parlane Street    Chicago 2 sash  1 yes yes yes yes groove in surround   

10 Parlane Street    single 1 sash  1 yes yes yes yes groove in surround   

10 Parlane Street    Chicago 1 sash  1 yes no no yes groove in surround   

5 Rees Street no no 2 single 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 1 single 

5 Rees Street    bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses 
(CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

2/511 Madras Street                

310 Marshland Road       cottage 2 no yes yes  n/a no  

61 Martindales  

Road 

      cottage 2 no yes yes yes n/a yes 1 

21 Melrose Street       no hall 1 no yes yes  n/a no  

34 Mundys Road       n/d 4 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

25 Nairn Street       villa 3 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d yes 1 

25 Nairn Street                

123 New Brighton  

Road 

splayed flat 1+1+1 n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves yes villa 6 yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 10 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

               

123 New Brighton  

Road 

               

558 New Brighton  

Road 

      villa 5 n/d yes n/d  yes n/d  

14 Okeover Street       cottage 2 no yes no  n/a no  

232 Opawa Road       villa 1 yes yes no  n/d n/d  

396 Oxford Terrace       villa 4 yes no no no n/d no  

402 Oxford Terrace       cottage 3 yes yes no  n/a no  

273 Pages Road       n/d 3 yes n/d n/d  n/d n/d  

10 Parlane Street splayed faceted 1+Chicago+1 yes protruding roof, moulded eaves, dentils, side panels no villa 10 yes yes n/d  n/d yes 1 

10 Parlane Street                

10 Parlane Street                

10 Parlane Street                

5 Rees Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a no hall 2 n/d yes yes  n/a n/d  

5 Rees Street                
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms  
with  

CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Service rooms  
skirting height  
(mm) 

2/511 Madras Street                      

310 Marshland Road      no       n/d   200 200 200    

61 Martindales  

Road 

no no no no yes no       no 210        

21 Melrose Street      no       no    210     

34 Mundys Road      n/d       n/d         

25 Nairn Street no no yes no no yes 1 yes no no no no no         

25 Nairn Street                      

123 New Brighton Road yes yes yes yes no yes 4 yes yes yes yes no yes 290        

123 New Brighton Road                      

123 New Brighton Road                      

558 New Brighton Road      n/d       n/d         

14 Okeover Street      no       n/d         

232 Opawa Road      n/d       n/d         

396 Oxford Terrace      no       no 270  270 200 200   200 

402 Oxford Terrace      no       no 300  300 280 200   180 

273 Pages Road      n/d       no 200   200 250    

10 Parlane Street no yes no no no yes 2 no yes yes no no yes         

10 Parlane Street                      

10 Parlane Street                      

10 Parlane Street                      

5 Rees Street      n/d       n/d         

5 Rees Street                      
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Location Interior   

Street address Service rooms 2 skirting 
height (mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

2/511 Madras Street    

310 Marshland Road    

61 Martindales  

Road 

   

21 Melrose Street    

34 Mundys Road  I think the turret is original - I can see it on the 1940s aerial photograph. Demolished without recording 

25 Nairn Street  Stone used for decorative work on the street-facing elevation.  

25 Nairn Street    

123 New Brighton  

Road 

  The floor area doesn't include the walls & has thus not been included in the floor area statistics. 

123 New Brighton  

Road 

   

123 New Brighton  

Road 

   

558 New Brighton  

Road 

   

14 Okeover Street    

232 Opawa Road    

396 Oxford Terrace  Decorative work at the end of the veranda.  

402 Oxford Terrace    

273 Pages Road   Floor area does not include the walls, therefore not included in the floor area statistics. 

10 Parlane Street  String course on the street-facing bay, & possibly above the veranda on 
the SF elevation. Stop-chamfered corners. 

 

10 Parlane Street    

10 Parlane Street    

10 Parlane Street    

5 Rees Street   The floor area does not include the scullery, which was demolished in the 20th century. This was excluded 
from the floor area statistics. 

5 Rees Street    
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog 
mark 

Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational status 
(or husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

15 River Road Richmond suburbs  1882 1880 1882 1880-84    female (married) owner-occupier draper 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

15 River Road                 

37 River Road Richmond suburbs  1886 1884 1886 1885-89    male owner-occupier salesman/storeman 6 white collar middle 

37 River Road                 

73 River Road Richmond suburbs  1855 1854 1855 1855-59    male owner-occupier surveyor/architect/farmer 2 professional upper middle 

73 River Road                 

109 River Road Richmond suburbs  1895   1895-99 B3 John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier solicitor 2 professional upper middle 

109 River Road                 

109 River Road                 

109 River Road                 

109 River Road                 

109 River Road                 

109 River Road                 

191 River Road Richmond suburbs  1877   1875-79    male rental/ speculative n/a n/a n/a n/d 

83 Rowan Ave Aranui suburbs   1890 1895 1890-94 B John Brightling 1880-1898+ n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

83 Rowan Ave        W Wigram brothers 1886-1903       

83 Rowan Ave        A & K Austin & Kirk 1869-c.1885       

83 Rowan Ave        A Austin brothers pre-1872       

83 Rowan Ave        W N William Neighbours 1863-83       

119 Salisbury St Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male rental coachbuilder 4 skilled working 

121 Salisbury St Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    female (married) owner-occupier coachbuilder 4 skilled working 

123 Salisbury St Central central  1894 1892 1894 1890-94    male owner-occupier manager 6 white collar middle 

123 Salisbury St                 

192 Salisbury St Central central  1898*   1895-99 B John Brightling 1880-1898+ n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

250 Salisbury St Central central  1896 1877 1896 1895-99 star Prisk c.1898-? n/a rental n/a n/a n/a n/d 

251 Salisbury St Central central  1880 1877 1880 1880-84    male n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated original 
no. of rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building (m) 

Proximity to street 
boundary (m) 

Does the house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - 
specific 

Basic form Form Subform Detached 

15 River Road 1r 2.5p 1075  1 162.4 10 10 11.7 14.9 9 no hipped centre gutter standard villa square plan four-square detached 

15 River Road                  

37 River Road 38p 961  1 137.8 9 9 11.9 12.6 14.9 no hipped centre gutter bay villa return bay return bay detached 

37 River Road                  

73 River Road 50a 202,343  1  4  14.5 11.4 20.8 n/d gable double gable other double box double box detached 

73 River Road                  

109 River Road 1a 4047  2 156.2 13 13 19.6 13 17.6 yes hipped centre gutter bay villa return bay return bay detached 

109 River Road                  

109 River Road                  

109 River Road                  

109 River Road                  

109 River Road                  

109 River Road                  

191 River Road 1a 3r 27p 7765  1 186.6 12 12 13.3 11.7 51.9 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

83 Rowan Ave    2  14 14 14.9   n/d hipped pyramid standard villa square plan square villa: other detached 

83 Rowan Ave                  

83 Rowan Ave                  

83 Rowan Ave                  

83 Rowan Ave                  

119 Salisbury St 32p 809  2  7 7 7.5 9.6 6.6 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

121 Salisbury St 32p 809  2  7 7 7.5 9.6 6.6 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa (SD) semidetached 

123 Salisbury St 8p 202  2  7 7 7.8 9 4.6 no gable gable other gable other detached 

123 Salisbury St                  

192 Salisbury St 20p 506  2  10 10 8.1 16.1 14.6 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa detached 

250 Salisbury St 2r 2023  1 115.0 8 8 11.2 10.3 4.9 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

251 Salisbury St 1r 22 p 1593  1 [63.1] 5 6 9.4 7.6 7 yes gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

15 River Road symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space no 

15 River Road              

37 River Road asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space yes 

37 River Road              

73 River Road asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no shingles yes yes yes yes half-timbering no no 

73 River Road              

109 River Road asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a tiles? yes no no no no no no 

109 River Road              

109 River Road              

109 River Road              

109 River Road              

109 River Road              

109 River Road              

191 River Road symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d slate no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/d 

83 Rowan Avenue n/d weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

83 Rowan Avenue              

83 Rowan Avenue              

83 Rowan Avenue              

83 Rowan Avenue              

119 Salisbury Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

121 Salisbury Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/d 

123 Salisbury Street asymmetrical n/d n/d  n/d corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/d 

123 Salisbury Street              

192 Salisbury Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

250 Salisbury Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

251 Salisbury Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d n/d corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d no no 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/pair 
ed posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front 
door form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

15 River Road yes concave wooden yes stop-chamfered pairs solid wooden frieze n/a n/a no n/d yes yes n/d 

15 River Road               

37 River Road yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a  3-panel yes yes yes 

37 River Road               

73 River Road yes concave wooden n/d n/d single wooden brackets n/a n/a no n/d n/d n/d n/d 

73 River Road               

109 River Road no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d no  n/d yes yes n/d 

109 River Road               

109 River Road               

109 River Road               

109 River Road               

109 River Road               

109 River Road               

191 River Road yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a  n/d yes yes n/d 

83 Rowan Avenue no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d n/a n/d n/d n/d n/d 

83 Rowan Avenue               

83 Rowan Avenue               

83 Rowan Avenue               

83 Rowan Avenue               

119 Salisbury Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a 8-panel yes yes yes 

121 Salisbury Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a 8-panel yes yes yes 

123 Salisbury Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a 4-panel yes yes yes 

123 Salisbury Street               

192 Salisbury Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no no n/a n/d yes yes yes 

250 Salisbury Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a yes n/a  4-panel yes yes yes 

251 Salisbury Street yes concave n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/a no n/d n/d n/d n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

15 River Road n/d no 2 bay 2 n/d n/d  n/d no no no protruding roof, moulded eaves 2 double 

15 River Road                

37 River Road stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 2 Chicago 1 sash  1 yes yes yes yes moulded timber under sill   

37 River Road    unid 1 sash n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

73 River Road n/d n/d 2 bay 1 sash  1 no no no no quatrefoils above 1 double 

73 River Road    bay 1 sash  1 no no no no fanlights 1 double 

109 River Road n/d yes 7 triple 1 sash  1 yes no no no fanlights 1 single 

109 River Road    triple 1 sash  1 yes yes (small) no no fanlights, sits slightly proud of wall   

109 River Road    triple 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

109 River Road    bay 1 sash  1 yes no no no fanlights, protruding roof, slightly moulded 
eaves 

  

109 River Road    quad 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

109 River Road    double 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

109 River Road    double 1 sash  1 yes no no no no   

191 River Road n/d no 2 bay 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 2 double 

83 Rowan Avenue n/d n/d n/d unid n/d n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

119 Salisbury Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom yes 3 unid 3 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

121 Salisbury Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom yes 3 unid 3 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

123 Salisbury Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom yes 3 single 2 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d moulded surround 1 single 

123 Salisbury Street    bay 1 sash  1 yes no yes n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves   

192 Salisbury Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom no 3 double 3 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

250 Salisbury Street moulded capitals & stop-chamfered 
mullions 

yes 2 bay 2 sash  1 yes n/d yes n/d no 2 double 

251 Salisbury Street n/d no 2 Chicago 1 sash  1 no n/d no no no 1 single 
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses 
(CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

15 River Road splayed flat 1+1+1 yes protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a villa 6 n/d yes no  yes yes 4 

15 River Road                

37 River Road       villa 4 yes yes yes yes yes yes 3 

37 River Road                

73 River Road rectangular gable 2+5+2 yes quatrefoils above n/a villa 3* yes n/d n/d  no n/d  

73 River Road rectangular gable 2+4+2 yes fanlights n/a          

109 River Road rectangular sloping 1+4+1 no fanlights, protruding roof, slightly moulded eaves no villa  yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 1 

109 River Road                

109 River Road                

109 River Road                

109 River Road                

109 River Road                

109 River Road                

191 River Road splayed n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a villa 4 yes n/d n/d  n/d n/d  

83 Rowan Avenue       villa 10 n/d yes n/d  n/d n/d  

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

83 Rowan Avenue                

119 Salisbury Street       half villa 4 yes no no  no n/d  

121 Salisbury Street       half villa 4 yes no no  no n/d  

123 Salisbury Street rectangular gable 1+2+1 n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves no half villa 4 yes no no  yes yes 1 

123 Salisbury Street                

192 Salisbury Street       half villa 5 yes n/d n/d  yes n/d  

250 Salisbury Street rectangular flat 1+2+1 n/d no n/a villa 5 yes n/d n/d  yes yes 2 

251 Salisbury Street splayed n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a villa 4 yes yes no  n/d n/d  
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms 
with  
CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

15 River Road yes yes yes no no yes 2 yes yes no no no no 280  280 280 280   210 

15 River Road                      

37 River Road yes no yes yes no yes 2 yes no no yes no yes 270  300 300 300   300 

37 River Road                      

73 River Road      n/d 1    yes  n/d         

73 River Road                      

109 River Road n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d yes yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 290        

109 River Road                      

109 River Road                      

109 River Road                      

109 River Road                      

109 River Road                      

109 River Road                      

191 River Road      yes 1 yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d    300     

83 Rowan Avenue      n/d       n/d         

83 Rowan Avenue                      

83 Rowan Avenue                      

83 Rowan Avenue                      

83 Rowan Avenue                      

119 Salisbury Street      yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

121 Salisbury Street      yes 1 no yes no no no n/d         

123 Salisbury Street yes no no no no yes 1 yes no no no no n/d         

123 Salisbury Street                      

192 Salisbury Street      n/d       n/d 276        

250 Salisbury Street no yes no yes n/d no       yes 280  280 280 280    

251 Salisbury Street      n/d       n/d   180 130     
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Location Interior   

Street address Service 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

15 River Road    

15 River Road    

37 River Road    

37 River Road    

73 River Road  Highly decorative exterior, complete with the quatrefoils . Interior badly damaged by fire, therefore not able to record much 
about it. Originally had decorative cresting on the gable ridges. 

 

73 River Road    

109 River Road  Very plain string course between floors  

109 River Road    

109 River Road    

109 River Road    

109 River Road    

109 River Road    

109 River Road    

191 River Road    

83 Rowan Avenue  Wunderlich ceiling.  

83 Rowan Avenue    

83 Rowan Avenue    

83 Rowan Avenue    

83 Rowan Avenue    

119 Salisbury Street    

121 Salisbury Street    

123 Salisbury Street  Moulded timber string course  

123 Salisbury Street    

192 Salisbury Street    

250 Salisbury Street    

251 Salisbury Street  Lots of C20th century decorative features, which looked like c. C19th century ones, but had been added later.  
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Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

251 Salisbury Street                 

33 Saxon Street Phillipstown suburbs   1880 1885 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-c.1882 n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

33 Saxon Street        W N William Neighbours 1863-83       

35 Saxon Street Phillipstown suburbs   1880 1885 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-c.1882 n/a n/d n/a n/a n/a n/d 

35 Saxon Street        B John Brightling 1880-c.1900       

35 Saxon Street        W N William Neighbours 1863-83       

18 Scott Street Sydenham suburbs   1876 1880 1875-79 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 male owner-occupier bricklayer 4 skilled working 

502 Selwyn Street Central central   1880 c.1885 1880-84 B2 John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier plasterer 4 skilled working 

502 Selwyn Street                 

504 Selwyn Street Central central  1890 1886  1890-94 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 male owner-occupier bootmaker 4 skilled working 

6 Short Street Waltham suburbs  1883 1880 1883 1880-84 R S Royce, Stead & Co. 1875-1882/1885 male speculative? bricklayer 4 skilled working 

43 Swanns Road Richmond suburbs  1896 1893 1896 1895-99 B John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier draper 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

43 Swanns Road  suburbs  1896   1895-99     private    working 

8 Templar Street Richmond suburbs  1890 1889 1890 1890-94    female  

(married) 

owner-occupier coachman 9 unskilled working 

47 Waller Street Central central  1890 1888 1890 1890-94    male owner-occupier mechanical  

engineer (general 
manager) 

5 skilled working/middle 

47 Waller Street                 

49 Waller Street Central central  1898   1895-99    male owner-occupier carpenter 4 skilled working 

49 Waller Street  central     1895-99     private    working 

34 Webb Street St Albans suburbs  1888 1888 1890 1885-89 W Wigram brothers 1886-1903 male owner-occupier architect 2 professional upper middle 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

80 Wiggins Street Sumner suburbs  1895 1892 1895 1895-99    female  

(married) 

rental brickmaker 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

11 Willow Street Central central yes  1881 1885 1880-84    male owner-occupier butcher 4 skilled working 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
original no. 
of rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary (m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

251 Salisbury Street                  

33 Saxon Street 1r 12p 1315  2  5* 5 5.1 8.8 2.2 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan square villa: other semidetached 

33 Saxon Street                  

35 Saxon Street 1r 12p 1315  2  8* 8 7.2 8.7 2.2 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan square villa: other semidetached 

35 Saxon Street                  

35 Saxon Street                  

18 Scott Street 18p 455  1 72.2 6 6 8.5 7.5 2.7 no gable gable standard cottage double box wide gable detached 

502 Selwyn Street 15.8p 400  1 113.4 7 8 10.2 13 4.6 yes gable wide gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

502 Selwyn Street                  

504 Selwyn Street 13.1p 331  1 91.7 7 7 8.7 8.2 5.8 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

6 Short Street 1r 28.5p 1732  1  5 5 8.3 7.8 5.8 no gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

43 Swanns Road 1a 1r 8p 5261  1 200.7 13 13 11.4 15.5 23.1 no hipped centre gutter bay villa single bay single bay detached 

43 Swanns Road    1          bay villa    

8 Templar Street 32.9p 832  1    10.9 8.4 4 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

47 Waller Street 17.5p 443  1 96.2 8 7 10 9.4 6.9 no hipped centre gutter bay villa single bay single bay detached 

47 Waller Street                  

49 Waller Street 10.7p 271  1 91.2 8 8 9.7 8.6 4.9 no gable gable bay cottage combined box combined box: T plan detached 

49 Waller Street    1          bay cottage    

34 Webb Street 1r 28p 1720  2  14 14 13.6 12.3 24.5 no hipped centre gutter bay villa double bay double bay detached 

34 Webb Street                  

34 Webb Street                  

34 Webb Street                  

34 Webb Street                  

80 Wiggins Street 22p 556  1 100.5 6 6 10.5 9 6.8 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 

11 Willow Street 10p 253  1 56.7 5 5 8.2 7 3.6 n/d unid unid standard cottage double box double box detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

251 Salisbury Street              

33 Saxon Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

33 Saxon Street              

35 Saxon Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

35 Saxon Street              

35 Saxon Street              

18 Scott Street symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

502 Selwyn Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes yes n/d yes moulded beading yes n/d 

502 Selwyn Street              

504 Selwyn Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

6 Short Street symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

43 Swanns Road asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a space no 

43 Swanns Road              

8 Templar Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard n/d no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

47 Waller Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d no space yes 

47 Waller Street              

49 Waller Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes n/d n/d n/d n/d yes yes 

49 Waller Street              

34 Webb Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron yes yes no yes stickwork space yes 

34 Webb Street              

34 Webb Street              

34 Webb Street              

34 Webb Street              

80 Wiggins Street symmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes no 

11 Willow Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated n/d corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/pair 
ed posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front 
door form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

251 Salisbury Street               

33 Saxon Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a n/d no no n/d 

33 Saxon Street               

35 Saxon Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no no n/a n/d no no n/d 

35 Saxon Street               

35 Saxon Street               

18 Scott Street yes concave wooden yes stop-chamfered single no n/a n/a no n/d no no n/d 

502 Selwyn Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered (twice) single n/d n/a n/a no 5-panel yes yes yes 

502 Selwyn Street               

504 Selwyn Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

6 Short Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a  5-panel yes no no 

43 Swanns Road no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a  4-panel yes yes no 

43 Swanns Road               

8 Templar Street n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a  4-panel yes no no 

47 Waller Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single n/d n/a n/a no 4-panel yes yes yes 

47 Waller Street               

49 Waller Street yes bullnose wooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded 
capital 

single cast iron n/a n/a no 4-panel yes yes no 

49 Waller Street               

34 Webb Street yes n/d wooden yes stop-chamfered single wooden yes yes yes 5-panel yes yes yes 

34 Webb Street               

34 Webb Street               

34 Webb Street               

34 Webb Street               

80 Wiggins Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a n/d 13-panel yes yes yes 

11 Willow Street yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no n/a no n/d n/d no n/d 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

251 Salisbury Street    bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

33 Saxon Street n/d no 3 single 2 sash  2 no no no no no   

33 Saxon Street                

35 Saxon Street n/d no 3 single 3 sash  2 no no no no no   

35 Saxon Street                

35 Saxon Street                

18 Scott Street n/d no 2 single 2 sash  2 yes no no no no   

502 Selwyn Street tiles on the veranda in front of the door no 2 bay 1 n/d  1 yes no no no stop-chamfering, protruding roof 1 single 

502 Selwyn Street    single 1 sash  2 yes no no yes no   

504 Selwyn Street n/d n/d 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

6 Short Street no no 2 single 2 sash  2 yes no no no no   

43 Swanns Road no no 2 Chicago 1 sash  1 yes no no no no 1 single 

43 Swanns Road    bay 1 sash  1 yes no no no protruding roof   

8 Templar Street no no 2 Chicago 2 sash  1 yes n/d no n/d no   

47 Waller Street stop-chamfered mullions & transom, 
stained glass in sidelights 

no 2 bay 1 sash  1 yes no yes yes protruding roof, slightly moulded eaves 1 single 

47 Waller Street    double 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

49 Waller Street no no 2 bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 1 single 

49 Waller Street    unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

34 Webb Street leadlights yes 7 double 1 sash  1 yes yes no yes grooves in surround   

34 Webb Street    single 3 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

34 Webb Street    Chicago 1 sash  1 yes no no yes no   

34 Webb Street    single 1 sash  1 yes no yes yes cut-out above window   

34 Webb Street    door 1 French doors n/a  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d   

80 Wiggins Street moulded transom yes 2 single 2 sash  1 yes no no no no   

11 Willow Street n/d no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

 Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses (CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

251 Salisbury Street                 

33 Saxon Street       cottage?  3 yes no no  n/d n/d  

33 Saxon Street                 

35 Saxon Street       cottage?  3 yes no no  n/d n/d  

35 Saxon Street                 

35 Saxon Street                 

18 Scott Street       villa  2 yes no no yes no no  

502 Selwyn Street rectangular gable 1+Chicago+1 no stop-chamfering, protruding roof n/a villa  4 yes n/d n/d yes yes yes 4 

502 Selwyn Street                 

504 Selwyn Street       cottage  2 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/d  

6 Short Street       n/d  1 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

43 Swanns Road rectangular flat 1+3+1 no protruding roof n/a villa  5 yes n/d n/d  n/d yes 5 

43 Swanns Road                 

8 Templar Street       n/d 2*  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d  

47 Waller Street rectangular n/d 1+2+1 yes protruding roof, slightly moulded eaves n/a villa  4 yes yes no  yes no  

47 Waller Street                 

49 Waller Street rectangular n/d n/d n/d n/d  villa  5 yes n/d n/d yes yes yes 3 

49 Waller Street                 

34 Webb Street       villa  5 yes n/d n/d  yes yes 3 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

34 Webb Street                 

80 Wiggins Street       villa  4 yes no no  yes yes 6 

11 Willow Street       cottage  2 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/d  
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms  
with  

CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting height  
(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

251 Salisbury Street                      

33 Saxon Street      n/d       n/d         

33 Saxon Street                      

35 Saxon Street      n/d       n/d         

35 Saxon Street                      

35 Saxon Street                      

18 Scott Street      no       no 210        

502 Selwyn Street no yes yes yes no yes 6 yes yes yes yes yes no 290  290 230 230   230 

502 Selwyn Street                     200 

504 Selwyn Street      n/d       n/d         

6 Short Street      n/d       n/d         

43 Swanns Road yes yes yes no no yes 3 yes yes no yes no yes 300 200 280 300 200 220  140 

43 Swanns Road                      

8 Templar Street      n/d       n/d         

47 Waller Street      no       no 270  270 270 270    

47 Waller Street                      

49 Waller Street yes no yes yes no yes 4 yes yes yes yes no no 270  270 200 270   200 

49 Waller Street                      

34 Webb Street yes yes yes no no yes yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no         

34 Webb Street                      

34 Webb Street                      

34 Webb Street                      

34 Webb Street                      

80 Wiggins Street yes yes yes yes yes yes 1 yes no no no no no 270  270 270 270    

11 Willow Street      n/d       n/d         
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Location Interior   

Street address Service 
rooms 2 
skirting 
height  
(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

251 Salisbury Street    

33 Saxon Street    

33 Saxon Street    

35 Saxon Street    

35 Saxon Street    

35 Saxon Street    

18 Scott Street    

502 Selwyn Street 200 Tiles on the veranda.  

502 Selwyn Street    

504 Selwyn Street    

6 Short Street    

43 Swanns Road 200   

43 Swanns Road    

8 Templar Street   Demolished without recording. 

47 Waller Street    

47 Waller Street    

49 Waller Street  Decorative mouldings between the eaves brackets. Only one sidelight.  

49 Waller Street    

34 Webb Street  The street-facing façade is highly decorated, all in timber, with some stick style 
decoration. 

 

34 Webb Street  This street-facing sash window has a decorative panel above it, which is part of the 
window frame. 

 

34 Webb Street    

34 Webb Street    

34 Webb Street    

80 Wiggins Street    

11 Willow Street    



446 
 
 

 

 
Location Date of construction Bricks Landowner 

Street address Suburb (NZ 
Post) 

Central/ 
suburbia 

Avon  

Loop 

Year of 
phase 

TPQ TAQ Date range Frog mark Manufacturer Date range Gender Tenure Occupation Occupational 
status (or 
husband's) 

Occupational category Occupational 
category 
(collapsed) 

13 Willow Street Central central yes 1879 1878 1879 1875-79 W N William Neighbours 1863-83 female  

(married) 

owner-occupier carpenter 4 skilled working 

15 Willow Street Central central yes 1881 1880 1881 1880-84    male rental bricklayer 4 skilled middle 

15 Willow Street                 

17 Willow Street Central central yes  1880 1885 1880-84    female (widow) owner-occupier n/a n/a n/a n/d 

19 Willow Street Central central yes 1882 1878 1886 1880-84    male owner-occupier storeman 6 unskilled middle 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

Central central  1873 1872 1873 1870-74    male owner-occupier butcher 4 small employer/self-
employed 

middle 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

360 Worcester  

Street 

Linwood suburbs   1882 1887 1885-89    male owner-occupier printer 4 skilled working 

463 Worcester  

Street 

Linwood suburbs  1897 1882 1899 1895-99 B John Brightling 1880-1898+ male owner-occupier builder 4 skilled middle 
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Location Scale Form 

Street address Section size  

(Imperial) 

Section size  

(metric) 

No. of 
stories 

 Floor area 
(sq  
m) 

No. of 
rooms 

Estimated 
orig no. of  
rooms 

Façade 
width (m) 

Depth of  

building  

(m) 

Proximity to 
street 
boundary  
(m) 

Does the 
house 
narrow? 

Roof form - 
overall 

Roof form - specific Basic form Form Subform Detached 

13 Willow Street 28p 708  1 54.1 5 6 8.7 7.5 4.8 no gable double gable standard cottage double box double box detached 

15 Willow Street 14p 354  1  6 6 9.6 10.5 4.3 no gable gable+saltbox bay cottage combined box combined box: L plan detached 

15 Willow Street                  

17 Willow Street 14p 354  1 82.0 6 6 9.6 9.3 3.9 no hipped pyramid standard villa square plan four-square detached 

19 Willow Street 14p 354  1 62.0 6 6 8.1 7.8 3.7 yes gable saltbox standard cottage double box saltbox detached 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

1r 1012  2 [187] 11 10   10 no gable gable n/d n/d n/d detached 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                 

360 Worcester  

Street 

2r 0.5p 2036  2    8 12.9 11.3 no hipped pyramid standard villa rectangular plan half villa detached 

463 Worcester  

Street 

1r 1012  1 190.3 13 13 11.9 18.2 8.8 no hipped centre gutter standard villa rectangular plan four-square detached 
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Location Form External appearance 

Street address Symmetrical? Cladding - overview Cladding - specific Weatherboard form Quoins Roof cladding Street-
facing 
gable end 

Gable 
decoration 

Finial Decorative 
bargeboards 

Other gable decoration Eaves 
brackets 

Eaves 
moulding 

13 Willow Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a no no 

15 Willow Street asymmetrical permanent materials brick  no corrugated iron yes yes yes no no no no 

15 Willow Street              

17 Willow Street asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

19 Willow Street symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard rusticated yes shingles no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes yes 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a n/d yes n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

             

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

             

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

             

360 Worcester  

Street 

asymmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/d n/d 

463 Worcester  

Street 

symmetrical weatherboard weatherboard standard n/a corrugated iron no n/a n/a n/a n/a yes (pairs) yes 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Veranda Veranda 
roofline 

Veranda 
post fabric 

Decorated 
veranda posts 

Veranda post decoration Single/pair ed 
posts 

Veranda fretwork Porch Balcony Veranda/ 
balcony railing 

Front door 
form 

Fanlight Sidelights Front door 
decoration 

13 Willow Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d no no n/d 

15 Willow Street no n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a no n/a n/a n/d yes no n/d 

15 Willow Street               

17 Willow Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered pairs n/d no n/a no 4-panel yes no yes 

19 Willow Street yes straight wooden yes stop-chamfered single n/d no n/a no 4-panel yes no yes 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

yes straight n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d 4-panel yes yes yes 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

              

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

              

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

              

360 Worcester  

Street 

n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d no  n/d n/d n/d n/d 

463 Worcester  

Street 

yes straight wi twooden yes stop-chamfered, moulded capital single cast iron no n/a yes? 4-panel yes yes yes 
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Location External appearance 

Street address Front door decorative features Recessed 
front door 

No. of  

windows 

Window type No. of  

window 
type 

Window form No. of 
panes 

 Horns Window 
pediments 

Window 
brackets 

Windowsill 
brackets 

Other decoration No. of bay 
windows 

Type of 
bay  
window 

13 Willow Street n/d no 2 unid 2 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

15 Willow Street n/d no 2 bay 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d protruding roof, moulded eaves 1 single 

15 Willow Street    single 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

17 Willow Street stop-chamfered transom no 2 double 2 sash  1 no n/d no n/d no   

19 Willow Street beaded transom no 2 double 2 sash  1 yes no no no no   

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

moulded beading (mullions & transom) no 5 bay 2 sash 1+2  no n/d no no no 2 single 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   single 1 sash  2 no n/d no no no   

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   dormer 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   unid 1 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

360 Worcester  

Street 

n/d n/d 3 unid 3 n/d n/d  n/d n/d n/d n/d n/d   

463 Worcester  

Street 

stop-chamfered mullions & transom, 
moulding on mullions & transom, 
moulded surround 

no 2 double 2 sash  1 no no no no moulded surround,  grooves in central mullion   
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Location External appearance Interior 

Street address Shape of bay 
window 

Roof of bay  
window 

Window 
arrangement  
(bay window) 

Bay window 
panelling 

Other bay window decoration Stacked bay 
windows 

Layout No. of 
fireplaces 

 Lath & 
plaster 
lining 

Match- 

lining 

Rough-
sawn 
boards 

Wainscoting Hall arch Ceiling 
roses (CR) 

No. of 
rooms 
with CR 

13 Willow Street       cottage  2 no no yes yes n/a no  

15 Willow Street splayed n/d n/d no protruding roof, moulded eaves n/a cottage  2 n/d n/d n/d n/d n/a n/d  

15 Willow Street                 

17 Willow Street       villa  2 no no yes n/d n/d n/d  

19 Willow Street       cottage  2 no no yes yes n/a n/d  

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

splayed flat? 1+1+1 no no yes villa  4 yes no no yes n/d n/d  

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                

360 Worcester  

Street 

      n/d 5*  yes yes n/d yes n/d n/d  

463 Worcester  

Street 

      villa 6*  yes yes no n/d yes yes 1 
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Location Interior 

Street address Hall  

CR 

Parlour  

CR 

Other 
front  
room CR 

Secondary 
room CR 

Service  

room CR 

Ceiling 
cornices  
(CC) 

No. of 
rooms 
with  
CC 

Hall  

CC 

Parlour  

CC 

Other 
front  
room 
CC 

Secondary 
room CC 

Service 
room CC 

Plinth 
blocks 

Hall 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Hall 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Parlour 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Second front 
room skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Secondary 
rooms 3 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Service 
rooms  
skirting  

height  

(mm) 

13 Willow Street      no       no 180   230     

15 Willow Street      n/d       n/d         

15 Willow Street                      

17 Willow Street      n/d       no   200 180     

19 Willow Street      n/d       no 200  200 200 200   200 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

     n/d       n/d         

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                     

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                     

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

                     

360 Worcester  

Street 

     n/d       n/d         

463 Worcester  

Street 

yes yes yes yes yes yes 1 no no no yes no no 180  180 280 280    
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Location Interior   

Street address Service 
rooms 2 
skirting  
height  

(mm) 

Other decorative features Notes 

13 Willow Street    

15 Willow Street    

15 Willow Street    

17 Willow Street    

19 Willow Street    

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

  Floor area does not include the splayed bay window (which was not extant at the time of 
recording) & thus was not included in the floor area statistics.  
Aerial measurements not possible due to modifications to the building. 

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   

56 Worcester  

Boulevard 

   

360 Worcester  

Street 

  Damaged by fire at the time of recording, therefore not much was recorded. 

463 Worcester  

Street 
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APPENDIX 3: GLOSSARY OF ARCHITECTURAL TERMS 

The gable 

 

Source: L. Tremlett, Underground Overground Archaeology. 
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The veranda and eaves 

 

Source: K. Webb, Underground Overground Archaeology. 
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The door 

 

Image: L. Tremlett (Underground Overground Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Fanlight 

Small windows above a door or window. 

 

Mullion 

A vertical member that divides a door or window into smaller units. 

 

Sidelight 

A small window to the side of a door. 

 

Transom 

A horizontal member that divides a door or window into smaller units. 
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The window 

 

The window shown in this image is a Chicago window. Source: K. Webb (Underground Overground 

Archaeology) and K. Watson. 

 

Bay window forms 

Splayed 
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Rectangular 

 

Octagonal 

 

 

Interior: decorative features 

 

The architrave is the moulded timber surrounding the door. This architrave has plinth blocks sitting at the 

base of it. The skirting boards sit at the base of the walls. Source: L. Tremlett, Underground Overground 

Archaeology. 
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A hall arch. Source: F. Bradley, Underground Overground Archaeology. 
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A ceiling cornice (with a modified hall arch below). Source: K. Webb, Underground Overground Archaeology. 

 

Interior: linings 

 

Rough-sawn boards. Source: P. Mitchell, Underground Overground Archaeology. 



461 
 

 

Match-lining. Source: L. Tremlett, Underground Overground Archaeology. 

 

 

Wainscoting on the lower third of a wall. This wainscoting has been formed with beaded match-lining. Source: 

K. Webb, Underground Overground Archaeology. 
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APPENDIX 4: DATA TABLES  

 

Introduction 

There were 101 houses in my sample. However, N in the tables below does not always equal 101. In 

some cases this is because the data was not available for some of the houses. For example, in Table 1,  

N=97 because there were five houses for which it was not possible to establish a date range for their 

construction (this is discussed in more detail in Chapter 2). In other cases, not all houses had the 

feature in question. For example, a bay window. Finally, one table documents the presence of multiple 

features, none of which were mutually exclusive. 

 

Tables 

Table 1. House type. 

House form Number 

bay cottage 14 

bay villa 13 

standard cottage 10 

standard villa 51 

other 10 

no data 3 

Total 101 

 

Table 2. House type by year of construction. 

Date range standard cottage bay cottage standard villa bay villa other no data 

1850-54         2   

1855-59         3   

1860-64 1           

1865-69   1         

1870-74 1 1       2 

1875-79 2 1 5   1   

1880-84 5 8 17 4 1   

1885-89     4 4 1   

1890-94     11 1 2   

1895-99 1 3 11 4     

Total 10 14 48 13 10 2 
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Table 3. Standard cottages by occupational class and year of construction. 

Date range working class middle class no data 

1850-54    

1855-59    

1860-64   1   

1865-69    

1870-74     1 

1875-79 2     

1880-84 4  1   

1885-89    

1890-94    

1895-99 1     

 

Table 4. Bay cottages by occupational class and year of construction. 

Date range working class middle class no data 

1850-54    

1855-59    

1860-64    

1865-69   1   

1870-74     1 

1875-79   1   

1880-84 3 3 2 

1885-89    

1890-94    

1895-99 3     

 

Table 5. External decorative features and the year of construction. 

Year of 
construction 

Fanlights 
(N=78) 

Sidelights 
(N=84) 

Eaves brackets 
(N=82) 

1850-54   100%   

1855-59       

1860-64       

1865-69       

1870-74 50% 100%   

1875-79 67% 44% 25% 

1880-84 80% 55% 29% 

1885-89 71% 71% 29% 

1890-94 100% 91% 42% 

1895-99 100% 89% 53% 
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Table 6. Year of construction and bay window shape. 

Year of 
construction 

Splayed bay window 
(N=11) 

Rectangular bay window 
(N=20) 

Octagonal bay window 
(N=1) 

1850-54       

1855-59   100%   

1860-64       

1865-69 100%     

1870-74 100%     

1875-79 100%     

1880-84 45% 55%   

1885-89 33% 67%   

1890-94   100%   

1895-99   90% 10% 

 

Table 7. Year of construction and the presence or absence of sash window horns. 

Year of 
construction 

Horns 
(N=50) 

No horns 
(N=22) 

1850-54     

1855-59   100% 

1860-64     

1865-69   100% 

1870-74   100% 

1875-79 33% 67% 

1880-84 50% 50% 

1885-89 83% 17% 

1890-94 100%   

1895-99 87% 13% 

 

Table 8. Year of construction and number of sash lights. 

Year of 
construction 

1-light 
(N=53) 

2-light 
(N=15) 

1850-54     

1855-59 100%   

1860-64     

1865-69 
 

100% 

1870-74   100% 

1875-79 60% 40% 

1880-84 61% 39% 

1885-89 100%   

1890-94 100%   

1895-99 100%   
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Table 9. Details of the post-1875 standard cottages (N=8).  

scale 1-storey 2-storey insufficient data   

8       

detached semi-detached insufficient data   

8       

symmetrical asymmetrical insufficient data   

8       

external 
appearance 

weatherboards permanent materials insufficient data   

6 2 1   

veranda no veranda insufficient data   

4 3 1   

eaves brackets no eaves brackets insufficient data   

1 5 2   

eaves moulding no eaves moulding insufficient data   

1 5 2   

single window double window insufficient data   

3 1 4   

window pediments no window pediments insufficient data   

  4 4   

window brackets no window brackets insufficient data   

  4 4   

windowsill brackets no windowsill brackets insufficient data   

  3 5   

fanlight no fanlight insufficient data   

3 3 2   

sidelight no sidelight insufficient data   

  8     

front door decoration no front door decoration insufficient data   

2 1 5   

interior cottage layout villa layout insufficient data   

4 2 2   

lath & plaster linings no lath and plaster insufficient data   

3 2 3   

match-lining no match-lining insufficient data   

1 4 3   

rough-sawn boards no rough-sawn boards insufficient data   

3 2 3   

wainscoting no wainscoting insufficient data   

4   4   

hall arch no hall arch insufficient data   

  1 3   

ceiling rose no ceiling rose insufficient data   

1 3 4   

ceiling cornice no ceiling cornice insufficient data   

  4 4   

plinth blocks no plinth blocks insufficient data   

  4 4   

other central city suburbs insufficient data   

5 3     

owner-occupier rental speculative insufficient data 

6 1   1 



466 
 

working class middle class upper middle 
class 

insufficient data 

7 1     

 

Table 10. Details of the post-1875 bay cottages (N=12). 

scale 1-storey 2-storey insufficient data   

12       

detached semi-detached insufficient data   

10 2     

symmetrical asymmetrical insufficient data   

12       

external 
appearance 

weatherboards permanent materials insufficient data   

10 2     

veranda no veranda insufficient data   

9 2 1   

eaves brackets no eaves brackets insufficient data   

2 9 1   

eaves moulding no eaves moulding insufficient data   

2 6 4   

bay window no bay window insufficient data   

8 3 1   

window pediments no window pediments insufficient data   

  5 7   

window brackets no window brackets insufficient data   

  7 5   

windowsill brackets no windowsill brackets insufficient data   

2 2 8   

fanlight no fanlight insufficient data   

6 3 3   

sidelight no sidelight insufficient data   

4 5 3   

front door decoration no front door decoration insufficient data   

4 2 6   

interior cottage layout villa layout no hall insufficient data 

2 6 1 2 

lath & plaster linings no lath and plaster insufficient data   

5 2 5   

match-lining no match-lining insufficient data   

6   6   

rough-sawn boards no rough-sawn boards insufficient data   

1 5 6   

wainscoting no wainscoting insufficient data   

4   8   

hall arch no hall arch insufficient data   

2 2 5   

ceiling rose no ceiling rose insufficient data   

5 2 5   

ceiling cornice no ceiling cornice insufficient data   

3 4 5   

plinth blocks no plinth blocks insufficient data   

  6 6   
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other central city suburbs insufficient data   

9 3     

owner-occupier rental speculative insufficient data 

6 5   1 

working class middle class upper middle 
class 

insufficient data 

6 2   2 

 

Table 11. Details of the standard villas (N=51). 

scale 1-storey 2-storey insufficient data   

  30 21     

  detached semi-detached insufficient data   

  40 11     

  symmetrical asymmetrical insufficient data   

  34 16 1   

external 
appearance 

weatherboards permanent materials insufficient data   

  41 9 1   

  veranda no veranda insufficient data   

  18 20 13   

  veranda fretwork no veranda fretwork insufficient data   

  11 1 20   

  eaves brackets no eaves brackets insufficient data   

  19 22 10   

  eaves moulding no eaves moulding insufficient data   

  16 10 25   

  bay window no bay window insufficient data   

  7 41 1   

  window pediments no window pediments insufficient data   

  1 19 30   

  window brackets no window brackets insufficient data   

  5 30 16   

  windowsill brackets no windowsill brackets insufficient data   

  6 17 28   

  fanlight no fanlight insufficient data   

  38 4 9   

  sidelight no sidelight insufficient data   

  34 11 6   

  front door decoration no front door decoration insufficient data   

  24 7 20   

interior cottage layout villa layout half villa layout insufficient data 

9 23 10 9 

lath & plaster linings no lath and plaster insufficient data   

36 6 9   

match-lining no match-lining insufficient data   

18 16 17   

rough-sawn boards no rough-sawn boards insufficient data   

6 24 21   

wainscoting no wainscoting insufficient data   

8 3 40   

hall arch no hall arch insufficient data   
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12 9 21   

ceiling rose no ceiling rose insufficient data   

23 9 19   

ceiling cornice no ceiling cornice insufficient data   

20 13 18   

plinth blocks no plinth blocks insufficient data   

5 15 31   

other 
  
  

central city suburbs insufficient data   

26 25     

owner-occupier rental speculative insufficient data 

24 13 3 11 

working class middle class upper middle class insufficient data 

21 15 4 11 

 

Table 12. The bay villas (N=13). 

scale 1-storey 2-storey insufficient data   

8 5     

detached semi-detached insufficient data   

13       

symmetrical asymmetrical insufficient data   

  13     

external 
appearance 

weatherboards permanent materials insufficient data   

13       

veranda no veranda insufficient data   

11 2     

veranda fretwork no veranda fretwork insufficient data   

6 1 4   

eaves brackets no eaves brackets insufficient data   

3 9 1   

eaves moulding no eaves moulding insufficient data   

6 3 4   

bay window no bay window insufficient data   

11 2     

window pediments no window pediments insufficient data   

3 4 6   

window brackets no window brackets insufficient data   

8 2 3   

windowsill brackets no windowsill brackets insufficient data   

7 3 3   

fanlight no fanlight insufficient data   

13       

sidelight no sidelight insufficient data   

13       

front door decoration no front door decoration insufficient data   

11 1 1   

interior cottage layout villa layout half villa layout insufficient data 

13       

lath & plaster linings no lath and plaster insufficient data   

13       

match-lining no match-lining insufficient data   

7   6   
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rough-sawn boards no rough-sawn boards insufficient data   

1 3 9   

wainscoting no wainscoting insufficient data   

4   9   

hall arch no hall arch insufficient data   

8   5   

ceiling rose no ceiling rose insufficient data   

12 1     

ceiling cornice no ceiling cornice insufficient data   

10 3     

plinth blocks no plinth blocks insufficient data   

7 5 1   

other central city suburbs insufficient data   

4 9     

owner-occupier rental speculative insufficient data 

10 2   1 

working class middle class upper middle class insufficient data 

  6 6 1 

 

Table 13. The statistically significant differences, middle and upper middle class houses. 

Variable Feature Middle class 
(N=31) 

Upper middle class 
(N=16) 

external details street-facing triple windows 0% 20% 

interior match-lining 48% 100% 

 

Table 14. The statistically significant differences, working and upper middle class houses. 

Variable Feature Working class 
(N=35) 

Upper middle class 
(N=16) 

scale 1-storey 83% 25% 

2-storey 17% 75% 

floor area (average) 77.1 m2 158.9 m2 

no. of rooms (average) 6 11 

façade width (average) 9.2 m 11.7 m 

proximity to street boundary (average) 7.7 m 17.2 m 

form bay villa 0% 38% 

standard villa 60% 25% 

external 
details 

sidelights 50% 86% 

street-facing window pediments 0% 46% 

street-facing window brackets 0% 53% 

interior cottage layout 38% 0% 

villa layout 50% 93% 

no. of fireplaces (average) 3 4 

ceiling roses 48% 93% 

ceiling cornices 23% 67% 
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Table 15. The statistically significant differences, working and middle class houses. 

Variable Feature Working class 
(N=35) 

Middle class 
(N=32) 

scale section size (median) 832 m2 1353 m2 

1-storey 83% 53% 

2-storey 17% 47% 

floor area (average) 77.1 m2 133.1 m2 

no. of rooms (average) 6 10 

proximity to street boundary (average) 7.7 m 13.9 m 

form bay villa 0% 30% 

asymmetrical 31% 66% 

external 
details 

sidelights 50% 83% 

Chicago window 5% 39% 

interior no. of fireplaces (average) 3 4 

ceiling roses 48% 87% 

ceiling cornices 23% 87% 

 

Table 16. The statistically significant differences, owner-occupied houses and rental properties. 

Variable Features Owner-occupier 
house (N=55) 

Rental property 
(N=22) 

scale average façade width 10.7 m 9.1 m 

form 
  

semi-detached 4% 41% 

detached 96% 59% 

interior half villa layout 8% 33% 

other 
  

central city 42% 86% 

suburbs 58% 14% 

 

Table 17. The statistically significant differences, Avon loop and working class houses. 

Variable Feature Avon loop houses 
(N=14) 

Working class 
(N=21) 

scale section size (median) 380 m2 1012 m2 

floor area (average) 64.4 m2 86.2 m2 

no. of rooms (average) 5 7 

external details sidelights 21% 75% 

interior cottage layout 69% 8% 

villa layout 23% 77% 

 


