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Executive summary 

This report has been prepared on behalf of Ōtautahi Community Housing Trust in fulfilment of condition 6 of 
archaeological authority 2021/238eq, covering the works that took place at 1-31 Gowerton Place, Richmond, 
Christchurch (Lot 3 DP 71401). These works included the removal of extant 20th century building foundations, 
the excavation of pads for new residential buildings and earthworks associated with services, landscaping and 
access/parking. 
 
During the works, nine archaeological features were recorded – mostly rubbish pits and rubbish bearing 
deposits. Two of these date to the 19th century, based on an analysis of the artefacts within them, and likely 
relate to the 19th century residential occupation of the site from 1866 onwards. These have been recorded as 
part of archaeological site M35/2221. Two features contained no diagnostic material and could not be securely 
dated to the 19th century. The remaining five features date to the 20th century and the material from these 
features was not analysed. As a result of the works, archaeological site M35/2221 has been added to the New 
Zealand Archaeological Association archaeological site database (ArchSite). 
 
Given that the earthworks left much of the site relatively undisturbed, it is likely that additional archaeological 
features associated with the 19th century occupation of the site remain in situ elsewhere within the project 
area. As such, should any future earthworks be required then an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken to determine whether an archaeological authority is required for such works. 
 
Archaeological sites recorded during the redevelopment of 1-31 Gowerton Place, Richmond. 

NZAA site # Site location Brief description 

M35/2221 1-31 Gowerton Place, 
Richmond 

Archaeological features associated with 19th century domestic 
occupation of the site. 
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1 Introduction 

Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd (UOA) was commissioned by Ōtautahi Community Housing Trust 
to undertake archaeological investigations at 1-31 Gowerton Place, Richmond, Christchurch (Lot 3 DP 71401) 
in fulfilment of Archaeological Authority 2021/238eq. This work followed on from the archaeological appraisal 
conducted by UOA, which determined that archaeological sites are likely to be present on the property, based 
on documented 19th century occupation (Gibson, 2020). This document reports the findings of the 
archaeological investigations and fulfils condition 6 of archaeological authority 2020/238eq. 
 

 
Figure 1-1. Location of 1-31 Gowerton Place project area within greater Christchurch. 
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Figure 1-2. Overview of project area at 1-31 Gowerton Place showing LINZ land property boundaries. 

 
1.1 Project background 

The Gowerton Place social housing site was damaged as a result of the Canterbury earthquakes. Ōtautahi 
Community Housing Trust demolished the damaged structures and redeveloped the site (see Figure 1-3).  
 
As part of the redevelopment of the site the works included: 

• Demolition of standing 20th century building 

• Removal of existing foundations 

• Site clearance 

• Excavation of footings and pads for eight new residential buildings 

• Excavation for the installation of services (including roads/carparks) 

• Construction of eight new residential buildings. 

• Landscaping 
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Figure 1-3. Plan of the redevelopment of 1-31 Gowerton Place proposed plan. Image: Ōtautahi Community Housing Trust. 7 Dec 2020. 
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2 Methodology 

The methods used for historical research, on-site archaeological monitoring, and the laboratory methods and 
analysis of the identified artefacts are described below.  
 
2.1 Historical research 

The historical narrative was prepared using desk top research only. Historical research was undertaken by 
Annthalina Gibson. Historical sources consulted include Canterbury Land District deeds indices, certificates of 
title and cadastral plans accessed online through Archives New Zealand and Land Information New Zealand’s 
Landonline. Contemporary newspapers were searched for further information on the landholders and the 
history of the relevant area, accessed on the text-searchable database, Papers Past. The Macdonald Dictionary 
of Canterbury Biographies, accessed online via Canterbury Museum, was checked for information on the 
historic owners of the properties. Other sources consulted include historic aerial imagery and the Wises New 
Zealand Post Office Directories (which list occupants of Christchurch by street address after 1878). All other 
known available sources were consulted in the preparation of this narrative. 
 
2.2 Monitoring methodology 

The archaeological monitoring and recording were carried out in accordance with the conditions 2 and 3 of 
archaeological authority 2021/238eq. All archaeological investigations took place during the course of the bulk 
excavation phase of earthworks. With the exception of Feature 9, the locations of all of the archaeological 
features were recorded using a CHCNAV GNSS i80. The location of Feature 9 was recorded on the site plan 
using site sketches and is approximate. 
 
Where practical features were half-sectioned to determine whether there were any stratified deposits within 
the fill potentially indicative of different deposition episodes. Most of the features were fully excavated by 
hand, as per standard archaeological practice, unless specified otherwise in the text. With the exception of 
some large metal objects, all diagnostic 19th century artefacts were recovered from the site, and in some cases, 
non-diagnostic material was also recovered from secure contexts. The large metal artefacts were measured 
and photographed before being disposed of on site. 
 
Where possible, representative sections of stratigraphy were also recorded, with photographs, interpretive 
diagrams and the locations of these shown on the site plan (Figure 5-8). 
 
All rubbish bearing archaeological deposits have been defined as per Butcher and Smith (2010). When 20th 

century artefact material was uncovered on site, the investigation of these features was discontinued, unless 
that material was of use in interpreting the taphonomy of the site. The locations of 20th century features that 
were subject to some form of archaeological investigation were recorded on the site plan. 
 
In some cases, features did not contain artefacts or did not contain artefacts that were diagnostic enough to 
determine whether they were of 19th

 or 20th
 century deposition. All such features were treated as representing 

19th
 century features unless it could be proved otherwise. Features that were conclusively dated to the 20th 

century were not analysed and have not been included within this report. 
 
2.3 Laboratory methodology and artefact analysis 

Artefact material recovered from the site was analysed according to archaeological best practice for 19th 

century European artefacts, including: 

• the cleaning and basic conservation of items where necessary; 

• qualitative analysis of all pre-1900 artefact material, including a full catalogue of artefacts, description 
of variables and characteristics within material class, identification of manufacturing techniques, 
dating information and, where possible, product or manufacturer origins; 

• quantitative analysis of all pre-1900 artefact material, including the use of a NISP, MNE and MNV/I 
count according to diagnostic elements and/or characteristics; 
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• a record of conjoins and/or matches between features on individual town sections or sub-sections 
and across the whole site; and 

• a full photographic record of all pre-1900 artefact material recovered from the site. 
 
A full outline of the methods and resources used to undertake the analysis is provided in Appendix A. Appendix 
B contains a catalogue of artefacts recovered from the site, organised by material class.  
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3 Historical background 

Traditional accounts relate successive migrations to Te Wai Pounamu from Te Ika a Māui (the North Island). 
The earliest groups noted in oral traditions include Kāhui-Tipua, Hawea and Te Rapuwai, and Ngāi Tahu 
scholars have considered these groups as at least semi-mythical, as traditions regarding them are typically 
aetiological narratives explaining the origins of such things as kūmara or the Moeraki Boulders. Traditions 
regarding later groups ups (Waitaha, Ngāti Mamoe, and Ngāi Tahu) are by contrast primarily related to human 
events, rather than supernatural (Tau and Anderson, 2008).  
 
The first human settlers of Te Wai Pounamu (the South Island) for which traditional accounts and whakapapa 
are clear were Waitaha, descendants of the explorer Rākaihautū who arrived in the waka Uruao. They were 
followed later by Ngāti Māmoe, who migrated from Te Ika a Māui (the North Island) to the South Island around 
the late 16th/early 17th centuries. The relationship between Waitaha and Ngāti Māmoe was complicated, with 
periods of peace and intermarriage as well as conflict, but Ngāti Māmoe gradually came to establish mana 
whenua through both means over much of the South Island. In the early to mid-17th century, Ngāi Tahu 
migrated to the South Island from the lower North Island, and traditions recount their whakapapa to the East 
Coast and the Tākitimu waka. As with their predecessors, Ngāi Tahu came to establish mana whenua over 
most of the South Island through both conflict and intermarriage (Anderson, 1998; Tau and Anderson, 2008). 
Māori established kāinga nohoanga (permanent settlements) and fortified pā throughout Ōtautahi 
(Christchurch), as well as kāinga taupua (temporary settlements) along the kā ara tawhito (traditional travel 
routes) which connected the various kāinga and seasonal mahinga kai.  
 
Although Canterbury and its waterways are recorded historically as areas known for Māori occupation, there 
are no recorded Māori archaeological sites with 100 m of the proposed works (Archsite, 2020). 
 
The Treaty of Waitangi, signed in February 1840, established British governance in New Zealand. The treaty 
gave the British Crown the exclusive right to purchase land from Māori which, in effect, negated many of the 
early land purchases in Canterbury (New Zealand Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2017). Henry Tacy Kemp, 
acting on behalf of the British Crown, purchased the Canterbury Block from Ngāi Tahu on 12 June 1848. Known 
as the Canterbury Purchase, or more commonly as ‘Kemp’s Deed’, the transaction saw 13,551,400 acres of 
land purchased from Ngāi Tahu for £2,000 (Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, 2017). Following the acquisition of the 
land by the British Crown the land around Christchurch was subdivided into rural sections and sold off to 
European settlers. The relevant section was formed form Rural Section 41.  
 
Rural Section 41 was sold to Charles Edward Fooks in 1851 by the Canterbury Association. Fooks took a 
mortgage out in 1858, leasing the section to Charles Berjen Fooks in the same year (LINZ, 1853). The lease was 
surrendered in 1860 and the property sold in 1861 to Aikman and another (Williams). In 1861 they sold to 
McLean who sold to G. D. Lockhart in 1862. Both C. E. Fooks and G. D. Lockhart are recorded living at a property 
called ‘Melcomb’ located on Rural Section 41 during their ownership (Lyttelton Times 27/10/1860:5). Lockhart 
is associated with the property in newspapers when it was advertised for sale as the assigned estate of G. D. 
Lockhart. George Buckley was listed as trustee for the Melcomb estate on the Avon which was subdivided into 
paddocks with a house and garden (Lyttelton Times 23/6/1864:7). It was from this time that Rural Section 41 
was subdivided (LINZ, 1853). 
 
Between 1865 and 1866 Morice Bing purchased parts of the rural section, including part which would 
eventually form the relevant section (LINZ, 1860, pp.421, 445, 446). In 1866 Bing is recorded living at Avonside 
on a freehold property called ‘Melcomb’, comprised of 10 acres, part of Rural Section 41, with a house (Press 
12/5/1866:4). In 1872 Bing subdivided part of his property, which was now comprised of 15 acres, selling part 
Hay, and another part 1876 (outside the project area). 
 
In 1874 Bing sold 1 acre, 3 roods, and 28 perches to John Evans Pepperell (Pepperill) which would eventually 
form 31 Gowerton Place. A dwelling is recorded on the property at this time (Figure 3-1; LINZ, 1874a). In the 
land transfer notice, it is recorded that John Evans Pepperell purchased 1 acre, 3 roods, and 28 perches 
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adjoining a creek running through the north-eastern part of the section. The property was in the occupation 
of a person called Burrows whose occupation was a gardener (Press 26/9/1874:4). 
 

 
Figure 3-1. Survey of Pepperell's part of Rural Section 41 (highlighted in green) which he purchased in 1874. A house (marked in magenta) is recorded 
on the survey which also records North Avon Road, Stanmore Road, and Vogel Street (marked in orange). Image: LINZ, 1874a. 

 
Pepperell could not be placed occupying the section (H. Wise & Co., n.d.). In 1876 the property sold to Mrs 
Kate Dench, the wife of Edward Dench, an Avonside carpenter, for her separate use (LINZ, 1874b). Dench 
retained the property, only selling part to the City of Christchurch for roading purposes in 1899, which was 
likely to be a continuation of George Street, which would later become known as Warwick Street (Christchurch 
City Libraries, 2018, p.29). Mrs Dench and her family are listed in street directories as occupying the property 
from 1883 until 1903 (H. Wise & Co., n.d.; Table 3-1). In 1905 Dench sold to William Genet, a Christchurch 
fruiterer (LINZ, 1877). In the 1906 valuation rolls Genet is listed as the owner and occupier of the property 
(referred to as 41 Warwick Street) which was recorded with one dwelling on the property aged 33 years 
constructed of wood with an iron roof, making the dwelling constructed circa 1873 (Richmond Valuation Roll 
1906: 334). 
 
Table 3-1. The early occupation of 31 Gowerton Place (H. Wise & Co., 1905-1925). 

Years Occupation of Gowerton Place (Vogel Street) 

Bingsland - Vogel Street  
1883-1885 pg.77 Thomas F Dench & William Dench 

Vogel Street  

1887-1888 pg.105 Mrs Dench 

1890-1891 pg.111 Mrs Dench 

George Street  

1892-1893 pg.75 Mrs Kate Dench 

1894-1895 pg.123 Thomas Dench 

Vogel Street  

1896-1897 pg.142 Mrs Kate Dench 

1898-1899 pg.149 Mrs Kate Dench 

1900 pg. 156 Mrs Kate Dench 

George Street  

1910 pg.140 31. Edward William Genet (gardener) 

 31. Mrs Lillies Williams 

Warwick Street (renamed in 1911) 
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Aerial imagery from 1940 shows 31 Gowerton Place with two dwellings and outbuildings (Figure 3-2). The rear 
of the section was kept as pasture and garden. Little to no further development is visible until 1965 when the 
whole section was cleared (including dwellings and outbuildings), Gowerton Place was formed, and eight units 
of social housing erected. By 1970 it is possible to see a culvert and part of the stream before it goes under 
Gowerton Place. No further development is visible in subsequent aerial imagery, in 2010-2011 it is possible to 
see liquefaction as the results of the Canterbury earthquakes (Canterbury Maps, 2020). 
 

 
Figure 3-2. Aerial imagery from 1940 with the relevant section highlighted in red. Image: Canterbury Maps, 2020. 
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4 Previous archaeological investigations 

No archaeological investigations had been undertaken at 1-31 Gowerton Place prior to those under 
archaeological authority 2021/238eq. However, there have been some archaeological investigations and 
assessments of sites that bound the project area, namely M35/1435 and M35/2091. While archaeological 
monitoring was undertaken at M35/2091, the site is within an adjacent property (65 Vogel Street) and does 
not intersect the area. Despite intersecting the property boundary of 1-31 Gowerton Place, archaeological site 
M35/1435 was not archaeologically investigated and was recorded on the basis of historical documentation. 
 

 
Figure 4-1. Plan showing 1-31 Gowerton Place project area (red line) and recorded archaeological sites (blue stars and green shading). 

 
4.1 M35/1435 

M35/1435 is a site of 19th century occupation recorded on the basis of historical documentation with no 
archaeological investigations having been undertaken. The site was recorded as part of an authority 
application for the installation of ultrafast broadband infrastructure. Documentary evidence suggests that this 
was the property of the Hadfield family during the late 19th century. The site extent based on the historical 
property boundary of Lot 30 DP 245 (LINZ ), and is the approximate location of the Hadfield House shown on 
the property in DP 4219. 
 
4.2 M35/2091 

The demolition and foundation removal earthworks of an earthquake-damaged dwelling at 65 Vogel Street, 
were monitored by an archaeologist under HNZPT authority 2017/787eq. Although heavily modernised, the 
house at 65 Vogel Street was constructed pre-1900 with at least three phases of construction over time, the 
first of these occurred in the late 19th century when the building was constructed.  
 
Although some pre-1900 artefacts were observed as surface scatter underneath the dwelling (underneath 
Room 6), no further evidence of pre-1900 remains were found during ground excavation works.  
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5 Results of archaeological monitoring 

The archaeological monitoring of the foundation removal and earthworks were undertaken by Angel 
Trendafilov and Michael Healey (UOA) over seven days between 18 February and 8 April 2021, as per 
condition 2 of archaeological authority 2021/238eq. A total of nine archaeological features were identified 
during the course of the works – two which dated to the 19th century, two which could not be securely dated, 
and five which dated to the 20th century. The archaeological earthworks, stratigraphy and identified 
archaeological features are discussed in further detail in the relevant sections below.  
 
5.1 Description of archaeological monitoring 

The archaeological monitoring for this project was undertaken in two phases. The first phase saw the removal 
of foundations from the extant 20th century buildings that were damaged during the Canterbury earthquakes. 
The second phase saw the monitoring of earthworks as part of the redevelopment of the site to allow the 
construction of new residential dwellings. 
 
Table 5-1. Summary of works within the project area under Archaeological Authority No. 2021/238eq. 

Phase 1: Extant 20th century building foundation removal 

Purpose The 20th century extant buildings were demolished and the foundations removed at 1-31 Gowerton Place 

Method 
The foundations were removed by mechanical excavator. The archaeologist monitored the removal of foundations of eight 
demolished 20th century buildings. 

Contractor Frews Contracting 

Dates 18 and 20 February 2021. 

UOA Staff Angel Trendafilov 

Dimensions The foundation removal disturbed the ground under the foundations to a maximum depth of up to 300 mm (see Figure 5-7). 

Brief Summary 
of Results 

The foundations of buildings were removed. Each building foundation comprised of concrete ring foundation (with an 
internal foundation to support the party walls between the four units) with concrete piles (see Figure 5-1, Figure 5-2 and 
Figure 5-3). Each of the buildings contained four units, each with a concrete chimney foundation (Figure 5-4). Each building 
had two sets of stairs, each which gave access to two units, which were also removed.  
 
The foundations measured approximately 700 mm tall of which 250-300 mm was buried. The foundations were 
approximately 160-170 mm thick at the top and up to 350 mm thick at the base. Piles were concrete and cylindrical and 
measured approximately 140 mm in diameter at the top and 400 mm by 400 mm wide at the base. The piles were 
approximately 400 mm tall of which 150 mm was buried. The concrete chimney foundations measured approximately 1.4 m 

by 1.4 m wide, and were approximately 900 mm tall, of which 400 mm was buried.  
 
No archaeological features or deposits were identified during the foundation removal. 

General 
Stratigraphy 

The stratigraphy comprised a humic medium brown silty clay topsoil (L01) interspersed with organic material and roots 
overlayed by a fine buff silty clay (L02). 

Photos 

 

Figure 5-1. View east of Unit 1 foundations. 
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Figure 5-2. Removed pile from Unit 4. Scale is in 100 mm intervals. 

 

 

Figure 5-3. Removed ring foundation of Unit 4. Scale is 1 m with 100 mm intervals. 

 

 

Figure 5-4. Fireplace foundation and pile of Unit 1. Scale is 1 m with 100 mm intervals. 
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Phase 2: Earthworks associated with the redevelopment of the site 

Purpose Works included the excavation of footings for new buildings, roads/carparks, and landscaping. 

Method 
Area was excavated by mechanical excavator. The archaeologist monitored the earthworks which included the excavation of 
the building foundations, roads/carparks and landscaping. 

Contractor Frews Contracting 

Dates 25 and 29-30 March 2021, and 7-8 April 2021. 

UOA Staff Michael Healey 

Dimensions 
Excavation of the site varied in depth between 200 mm and 900 mm and focused on the eastern side of Gowerton Place (see 
Figure 5-8). 

Brief Summary 
of Results 

Nine archaeological features were identified during the earthworks. These included: 

• Two 19th century rubbish pit features (Features 4 and 8). One feature (Feature 4) contained a pharmaceutical 
bottle which has a date range from the 1850s-1910s and is presumed to date to the 19th century. 

• Two features (Feature 5 and 6) which could not be dated. Feature 5 and 6 contained no diagnostic material and 
therefore cannot be confirmed to date to the 19th century. 

• Four 20th century rubbish deposits (Features 1, 2, 3 and 7). Investigation of these features was ceased once 20th 
century material was identified and the artefacts from these features not analysed further. 

• One partially excavated surface accumulation was recorded (Feature 9), this was found to contain a combination 
of 19th and 20th century artefact fragments and its spatial extent was not determined as it was not fully exposed. 
Fragments from this layer were retrieved for later analysis.  

General 
Stratigraphy 

The stratigraphy comprised a humic medium brown silty clay topsoil (L01) interspersed with organic material and roots 
overlayed by a fine buff silty clay (L02). 

Photos 

 

Figure 5-5. View south of excavated footing for new residential building. 

 

 

Figure 5-6. View north of excavated footing for new residential building. 
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Figure 5-7. Plan showing 1-31 Gowerton Place project area (red line) and removed foundations during Phase 1 (hatched yellow). 

 

 
Figure 5-8. Plan showing 1-31 Gowerton Place project area (red line) and earthwork depths (see key) and the location of the stratigraphic diagram and 
photograph (see Figure 5-9 and Figure 5-10).  
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5.2 Stratigraphy 

The stratigraphy comprised a humic medium brown silty clay topsoil (L01) interspersed with organic material 
and roots and measures 200 – 300 mm thick. This stratum overlayed a fine buff silty clay (L02), which 
contained few roots and began 200 – 300 mm below the ground surface and continued beyond the limit of 
excavation within the earthworks. 
 
The above stratigraphy was fairly uniform across the site except in areas which had seen 20th century 
disturbance as a result of the former social residential housing including the building footprints, paths and 
former services. 
 

 
Figure 5-9. Representative diagram of the stratigraphic profile at 1-31 Gowerton Place. 

 

 
Figure 5-10. An example of the stratigraphic profile at 1-31 Gowerton Place. Medium yellowish-brown silty clay topsoil (L01) overlaying yellowish-brown 
silty clay (L02). Horizontal scale in 500 mm increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 
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5.3 Features 

A total of nine archaeological features were identified during the course of the works – two of which dated to 
the 19th century, two which could not be securely dated, and five which dated to the 20th century. 
 

 
Figure 5-11. Plan showing 1-31 Gowerton Place project area (red line) and earthwork depths (see key) and recorded archaeological features (yellow 
shading). 

 
5.3.1 Feature 1 (20th century) 

Feature 1 comprised a rubbish deposit that contained highly fragmented glass and ceramics. The feature 
measured 200 mm by 250 mm and was up to 125 mm thick (Figure 5-12). It was identified within L02, between 
450 mm and 575 mm below ground level. Owing to the small size of the feature it was not half sectioned and 
the deposit excavated in its entirety (Figure 5-13 and Figure 5-14). The deposit comprised a single layer of 
material which included a machine manufactured bottle glass dating to the 20th century. 
 

 
Figure 5-12. Feature 1 prior to investigation. Scale in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-13. Feature 1 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 



 

Page | 16  

 
Figure 5-14. Feature 1 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.2 Feature 2 (20th century) 

Feature 2 comprised an oval shaped pit, the edge condition was moderately steep on the north-east side and 
shallow on the south-west side. It was identified within L02, between 450 mm and 575 mm below ground 
level. The feature measured 1000 mm by 800 mm and was up to 380mm thick. The cut of this feature had a 
small deep depression that was 200 mm x 450 mm wide and 100 mm deep (475-575 mm below surface). The 
fill consisted of a fine friable charcoal, and was well sorted, with no large inclusions, indicating that this was 
not a fire pit, but rather had been used to deposit burned waste material. The fill contained some fractured 
greywacke, it was not determined whether the stone had been mechanically crushed but they did not appear 
to be fire cracked (Figure 5-15). The feature was half-sectioned as it was initially thought to be a possible Māori 
umu feature until a fragment of 20th century wire-cut brick was identified within the deposit (Figure 5-17). The 
brick was not burned or stained with charcoal, further indicating that this feature was used for discarded 
material, and not as a fire pit or umu. Further investigation of the feature was abandoned at this point (Figure 
5-16). 
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Figure 5-15. Feature 2 prior to investigation. Scale in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-16. Feature 2 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-17. Twentieth century wire-cut brick identified within Feature 2. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.3 Feature 3 (20th century) 

Feature 3 comprised of an oval shaped pit feature that measured approximately 800 mm by 600 mm (Figure 
5-18). The feature was approximately 350 mm thick and was 450 – 800 mm below the ground level within 
stratum L02. During investigation of the feature fragments of thin 20th century ceramic plate with a modern 
transfer and pattern were identified, as well as other 20th century ceramics and glass bottle fragments so that 
further investigation of the feature was abandoned and the fill was left in situ, so that the cut was not recoded. 
(Figure 5-19).  
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Figure 5-18. Feature 3 prior to investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm 
increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-19. Twentieth century ceramic and bottle glass identified within 
Feature 3. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-20. Feature 3 after investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.4 Feature 4 

Feature 4 comprised an oval pit feature that contained fragments of an oval pharmaceutical bottle. The feature 
measured 400 mm by 800 mm and was up to 250 mm thick (Figure 5-21). The cut of the pit had a flat base 
and moderately steep edges, although the exact shape could not be determined as a significant portion of this 
feature remained in situ under the baulk next to the unit foundations. Feature 4 was identified within stratum 
L02, between 450 mm and 700 mm below ground level. The fill consisted of a medium brown well sorted silt. 
The feature was identified on the edge of an excavation area, as such, the exposed portion of the feature was 
excavated fully, leaving the eastern portion of the feature in situ underneath the unexcavated baulk (Figure 
5-22 and Figure 5-23). The deposit comprised a single layer with the only artefactual material being the bottle 
glass fragments. Based on the manufacturing method of the bottle (see Section 6.1 for further detail) the 
feature dates to the mid-19th to early 20th century. 
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Figure 5-21. Feature 4 prior to investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm 
increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-22. Feature 4 after investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm 
increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-23. Feature 4 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.5 Feature 5 

Feature 5 comprised a shallow oval pit feature that contained charcoal, slag, and fragments of corroded metal. 
The feature measured 470 mm by 650 mm and was up to 100 mm thick (Figure 5-24). It was identified within 
stratum L02, between 400 mm and 500 mm below ground level (Figure 5-25 and Figure 5-26). The deposit 
comprised a single layer of material. The cut was shallow and the fill contained ferric and charcoal inclusions 
that produced some visible soil staining. At the time of investigation, the feature was treated as though dating 
to the 19th century, however a lack of diagnostic material within this feature did not allow for this feature to 
be securely dated.  
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Figure 5-24. Feature 5 prior to investigation. Scales in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-25. Feature 5 after investigation. Scales in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-26. Feature 5 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.6 Feature 6 

Feature 6 was a rectangular pit feature that contained fine charcoal. The cut had a flat base and steep edges 
The feature was interpreted as a deposit from a fire that was disposed of in the pit feature. There was no 
visible layering that indicated multiple depositions, and the fill was a well sorted and friable with a consistent 
fine particle size. The feature measured 400 mm by 880 mm and was up to 420 mm thick (Figure 5-27). It was 
identified within stratum L02, between 400 mm and 820 mm below ground level (Figure 5-28 and Figure 5-29). 
The deposit comprised a single layer of material. At the time of investigation the feature was treated as though 
dating to the 19th century, however a lack of diagnostic material within this feature did not allow for it to be 
securely dated.  
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Figure 5-27. Feature 6 prior to investigation. Scales in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-28. Feature 6 after investigation. Scales in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-29. Feature 6 after investigation. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.7 Feature 7 (20th century) 

Feature 7 was a small square pit feature. The cut of this feature was shallow with a flat base and the fill 
consisted of ferric and charcoal inclusions and included electrical wire. This feature measured 450 mm by 
450 mm and was up to 200 mm thick (Figure 5-30). It was identified within stratum L02, between 450 mm and 
600 mm below ground level. Investigation of the feature ceased once 20th century material (plastic-coated 
electrical wire) was identified (Figure 5-31 and Figure 5-32).  
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Figure 5-30. Feature 7 prior to investigation. Scales in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-31. Feature 7 during investigation. Scales in 100 mm 
increments. 

 
Figure 5-32. Electrical wire identified within the fill of Feature 7. Scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
5.3.8 Feature 8 

Feature 8 comprised of a domestic rubbish pit that measured 1 m by 1.25 m and was up to 250 mm thick. It 
was identified within stratum L02, between 450 mm and 750 mm below ground level (Figure 5-33 to Figure 
5-35). The cut was square with a flat base and steep near vertical edges. The rubbish deposit comprised two 
distinct layers. The first and upper layer was approximately 150 mm thick and comprised a dark silty soil matrix 
containing complete and fragmented bottle glass, mirror glass, and corroded metal fragments. The second 
and lower layer was approximately 150 mm thick and comprised a black charcoal-stained silty deposit with 
corroded and fragmented metal, bone, cloth, and slate fragments. The contact between the layers was gradual 
and marked by an increase in charcoal inclusions that increased at depth. Due to human error, a cross-section 
showing the layers was not recorded and the artefacts were not recovered according to the layer from with 
they occurred, however the artefacts suggests that the feature dates to the 19th century (see Section 6.3 for 
further detail). 
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Figure 5-33. Feature 8 prior to investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm 
increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-34. Feature 8 after investigation. Horizontal scale in 500 mm 
increments, vertical scale in 100 mm increments. 

 
Figure 5-35. Feature 8 after investigation. Scales in either 100 mm or 500 mm increments. 

5.3.9 Feature 9 

Feature 9 was a surface accumulation, as per the definition in Butcher and Smith (2010: 56). In this case 
Feature 9 was constrained by Gowerton Place to the immediate west and sat in a shallow natural depression. 
Feature 9 was approximately 45 m long by 2 m wide and was oriented in a north south direction parallel to 
Gowerton Place. The depth of the deposit was 400 mm thick, found from 500 mm – 900 mm from the surface. 
Feature 9 was truncated on its western margin by a backfilled services trench and the shape of this feature 
narrowed to a point towards the south. It could not be excluded that original site topography may have 
informed the spatial extent of artefact discard in Feature 9, but the project area appeared to be flat from other 
stratigraphic profiles observed throughout the site, though it is noted there is a culvert to the west side of 
Gowerton Place that may indicate a natural drainage depression. Feature 9 comprised a single layer of poorly 
sorted fill with charcoal and humic inclusions with a noticeibly darker more friable soil than what has been 
described as L01 in this report. As this feature predated the service trench that cut though it and did not 
contain obvious building or demolition material in it fill that would post-date it to the 2011 Christchurch 
earthquake it was treated as potential pre-1900 feature. The artefacts that were retrieved from the feature 
were very low frequency and quite dispersed considering the size of the feature and consisted of a 
combination of 19th and early 20th century material and may have indicated a long period of casual discard 
that formed the feature.  
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Figure 5-36. Photo showing Feature 9 facing south, with exposed test pit at the front of the image. Scale: 1 m & 2 m. 

 

 
Figure 5-37. A sample of the material identified within scattered deposit of Feature 9. 
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6 Artefact analysis 

A minimum of 32 artefacts, represented by 91 fragments, were excavated from three features at the site at 1-
31 Gowerton Place, including glass, metal, ceramic, faunal and miscellaneous materials (Table 6-1 and Table 
6-2). Items were initially sorted according to material class (glass, ceramic, metal, miscellaneous) before being 
identified to individual types and forms. Details of the analytical methods used during this process are provided 
in Appendix A. The assemblage was then quantified by the number of individual specimens present (NISP), 
from which a minimum number of vessels (MNV) or individuals (MNI) was calculated (there is a full list of the 
artefacts in Appendix B).  
 
Table 6-1. Total NISP and MNE/V of artefacts from 1-31 Gowerton Place, listed according to material.  

Material NISP MNE/V 

Ceramic 1 1 

Faunal 2 2 

Glass 54 17 

Metal 23 8 

Miscellaneous 11 4 

Total 91 32 

 
Table 6-2. Total NISP and MNE/V of artefacts from 1-31 Gowerton Place, listed according to feature provenance. 

Provenance NISP MNE/V 

Feature 4 10 1 

Feature 5 6 2 

Feature 8 75 29 

Total 91 32 

 
6.1 Feature 4 

Feature 4 was a pit feature that was partially excavated, with material remaining in situ. One oval 
pharmaceutical bottle was recovered from the feature (Figure 6-1). This bottle was manufactured in a two-
piece cup-bottom mould and had a pressed finish. Two-piece cup-bottom moulds were introduced from at 
least the 1850s and were used until the 1910s before largely being replaced by automatic bottle machines 
(Lindsey, 2021).  
 

 
Figure 6-1. Oval pharmaceutical bottle found in Feature 4 (EQ1230-G-1).  
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6.2 Feature 5 

Feature 5 was a rubbish pit that contained mostly metal material. Two artefacts were recovered from the 
feature (Figure 6-2). One of these was a section of cast iron pipe, which had an internal diameter of 50 mm. 
This was probably an old water pipe that was part of the services to the social houses constructed in the 1960s. 
Iron sheet metal fragments were also collected. These were probably from a can based on their curvature and 
thickness, but this could not be confirmed. While the artefacts recovered from the feature were not able to 
be dated, meaning it is possible that the deposit could date to the 19th century, it is likely that these date to 
the 20th century.  
 

 
Figure 6-2. Metal artefacts from Feature 5, pipe (EQ1230-M-1) and sheet metal (EQ1230-M-2).  

 
6.3 Feature 8 

Feature 8 was a rubbish pit located at the south of the site. A minimum of 29 artefacts, represented by 75 
fragments, were recovered from the feature (Table 6-3). These were mostly glass materials, with metal 
artefacts also common. A small amount of ceramic, faunal, and miscellaneous materials were recovered as 
well.  
 
Table 6-3. Total NISP and MNE/V of artefacts from Feature 8, listed according to material.  

Material NISP MNE/V 

Ceramic 1 1 

Faunal 2 2 

Glass 44 16 

Metal 17 6 

Miscellaneous 11 4 

Total 75 29 

 
6.3.1 Ceramic 

The rim of a whiteware mixing bowl was recovered from the feature (Figure 6-3). This was the only ceramic 
artefact present.  
 
6.3.2 Faunal 

A fragment from a sheep’s pelvis was collected, along with a piece of horn from an unidentified mammal. 
While the specific species could not be confirmed, it is probable that it was cow. Both elements were 
weathered and in poor condition.  
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Figure 6-3. Ceramic and glass artefacts from Feature 8. Top row, from left: mixing bowl rim (EQ1230-C-1), pharmaceutical bottle (EQ1230-G-6), window 
glass (EQ1230-G-20), torpedo bottle (EQ1230-G-11). Second row: tall black beer bottle (EQ1230-G-8), large squat black beer bottle (EQ1230-G-7), ring 
seal bottle (EQ1230-G-12), wide mouth pickle jar top (EQ1230-G-16). Third row: cathedral pickle jar (EQ1230-G-15), case gin bottle (EQ1230-G-10), 
wide mouth pickle jar base (EQ1230-G-18). Bottom row: ring seal (champagne) bottle (EQ1230-G-2), spirits bottle (EQ1230-G-3), rectangular bevelled 
pharmaceutical bottle (EQ1230-G-4), wide mouth pickle jar (EQ1230-G-19), rectangular bevelled pharmaceutical bottle (EQ1230-G-5), wide mouth 
pickle jar (EQ1230-G-14).  

 



 

Page | 28  

6.3.3 Glass 

Seventeen glass artefacts were recovered from Feature 8, with all but one of these being glass bottles (Table 
6-4 and Figure 6-3). Most common were alcohol bottles, with black beer, ring seal, spirits and case gin styles 
present. These are all common bottle forms on 19th century archaeological sites in Christchurch. Four pickle 
jars were found in the feature, with one of these a cathedral style pickle jar. Also present were three 
pharmaceutical bottles and a torpedo bottle. All of the glass bottles were manufactured using 19th century 
methods of glass manufacture, including two-piece cup-bottom moulds, dip moulds, and turn moulds. All 
finishes were applied. In addition to the bottles, a piece of window glass was present.  
 
Table 6-4. Total MNV of glass artefacts from Feature 8, listed according to functional class and common name.  

Class Common name MNV 

alcohol black beer (large squat) 1 

black beer (tall) 1 

case gin 1 

ring seal 2 

ring seal (champagne, small) 1 

spirits 1 

food cathedral pickle jar 1 

wide mouth pickle 3 

non-alcoholic beverage torpedo 1 

pharmaceutical rectangular bevelled pharmaceutical 3 

structural window glass 1 

Total 
 

16 

 
Five of the glass bottles from the feature were embossed (Table 6-5). Two marks identified the manufacturers 
of the bottles. The CB/M CB/K and CB/B marks have been attributed to the Kilner Brothers and are thought to 
have been used on bottles made between ca. 1870-1900 (Lockhart et al., 2016). One of these marks was 
present on a wide mouth pickle jar in Feature 8. The Kilner family owned and operated glass plants in Yorkshire, 
England for three generations from 1842 into the 1930s. Brothers Caleb, George, and William operated as the 
Kilner Brothers Glass Co. at the Thornhill Lees factory between 1857 and 1873 and at the Conisbrough factory 
between 1863 and 1873. In 1873 the firm became a limited company in 1873 and continued at the Thonrhill 
Lees factory until 1922 and the Conisbrough factory until 1937 (Lockhart et al., 2016).  
 
Table 6-5. Embossed bottle glass from Feature 8, listed according to functional class, common name, embossing, manufacturer and manufacture date 
range.  

Class Common name Embossing Manufacturer Date MNV 

food wide mouth pickle base: BS unidentified - 1 

base: CB/K/ 1242 Kilner Bros ca. 1870-1900 1 

body: JOHN MOIR & SON/ A[BE]RDEEN John Moir and Son 1867-1910 1 

pharmaceutical rectangular bevelled 
pharmaceutical 

base: YG/Co (monogram) York Flint Glass Co. 1835-1918 1 

body: GRANULAR CITRATE/ OF MAGNESIA// BISHOPS Alfred Bishop ca. 1865+ (NZ 
context) 

1 

Total 
    

5 

 
While the sources are slightly unclear on the topic, the Y G Co. monogram found on pharmaceutical bottles 
seems most likely to refer to the York Flint Glass Company, established in 1835 by Joseph Spence. The 
company’s later history is murky, but the glass works continued until at least 1918, when there is record of 
their becoming a limited company. They are known to have “specialised in the production of accurate 
measures” for pharmaceutical companies during the 19th century, which fits with their mark being found on a 
pharmaceutical bottle from this site (Spall and Toop 2005). Bottles with these particular initials have also been 
given a date of 1870-1910 by archaeologists in Australia, although it is unclear exactly what this date range is 
based on (Smith, 2005).  
 
Two of the bottles had embossing that identified the contents of the bottle, as opposed to the manufacturer 
of the bottle. The Scottish food export business John Moir and Son was founded by John Moir in the early 19th 
century. The company initially focused on tinned meat products, which they exported globally and also won 
contracts to provision troops during the Crimean War (Let’s Look Again, 2015). In 1867 they advertised that 
they were manufacturing pickles, sauces, tart fruits and oilmen’s stores for sale (Lyttleton Times, 01/01/1867: 
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4). By 1878 the business and established a factory and offices in London and in 1881 the firm became a limited 
company. The success of the business in the 19th century was not echoed in the 20th century, with the 
Aberdeen factory closed in 1910 (Let’s Look Again, 2015). This is not a brand that is commonly found on 
Christchurch archaeological sites.  
 
Granular Citrate of Magnesia was advertised as a remedy for stomach ailments, among other things, and 
contained a combination of sodium bicarbonate and tartaric acid (Le Couter, 2014). This bottle was associated 
with Alfred Bishop, a London chemist established in 1857. Bishop advertised his product in New Zealand 
newspapers from at least 1865 onwards (Otago Daily Times 10/02/1865: 6). 
 
6.3.4 Metal 

A minimum of six metal artefacts were recovered from the feature. One of the metal artefacts consisted of 
ten elements, all of which has wood residue on one side indicating that they were all components of one larger 
object (Figure 6-4). Based on the form of the pieces, it is thought that this larger object probably had a 
mechanical or transport function. Unfortunately, the degraded and incomplete condition of the metal 
elements meant that the artefact could not be identified. 
 

 
Figure 6-4. Unidentified metal artefact from Feature 8, including a close-up image of the wood texture (EQ1230-M-8) 

 
The other metal artefacts included an iron double loop buckle and a brass sewing pin (Figure 6-5). Iron strip 
metal and zinc alloy sheet metal were present, along with a can. No maker’s marks were present on any of the 
metal artefacts from the feature.  
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6.3.5 Miscellaneous 

Four artefacts made from miscellaneous material were collected from Feature 8 (Figure 6-5). These consisted 
of a textile artefact, a leather fragment, a slate tile, and a possible pestle. The possible pestle looked to have 
been made from sandstone, or something similar, and was a cylindrical shape with only the central shaft 
present. The leather fragment had degraded edges and it was not clear if it was from a shoe, or from a different 
object. The textile artefact was made of wool and was green in colour. The wool was tightly woven in a plain 
weave pattern and was felted. It is likely that this was from an item of clothing.  
 

3  
Figure 6-5. Metal and miscellaneous artefacts from Feature 8. Top row, from left: pin (EQ1230-M-3), buckle (EQ1230-M-6), sheet metal (EQ1230-M-
7), leather (EQ1230-MC-1), possible pestle (EQ1230-MC-2). Middle row: strip metal (EQ1230-M-4), can (EQ1230-M-5), slate tile (EQ1230-MC-3). 
Bottom row: textile artefact including close up image of weave (EQ1230-MC-4).  
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7 Constraints and limitations 

The implementation of Optical Character Recognition (OCR) software to convert 19th century newspapers into 
digitised word searchable text by Papers Past, has created some errors in translation which limits the ability 
to accurately identify all contemporary newspaper articles on a specific topic. There were no constraints on 
the archaeological monitoring.  
 



 

Page | 32  

8 Interpretation and discussion 

Morice Bing purchased part of Rural Section 41 in ca. 1865-1866, including the parcel of land that would 
eventually form 1-31 Gowerton Place. Bing appears to have developed this section of land during his 
ownership and leased it, as when he subdivided and sold it in 1874 to John Evans Pepperell a dwelling leased 
to a person called Burrows is recorded at the site. Later valuation rolls suggest that this dwelling was 
constructed in 1873. Pepperell does not appear to have occupied the property and in 1876 sold it to Mrs Kate 
Dench. The Dench family are recorded in the street directories as living at the site until 1903. 
 
Historical research suggests that by 1874 a house was located at the southern end of the project area (LINZ, 
1874a). The only features that could be securely dated to the 19th century (Features 4 and 8) were identified 
in the area where the 19th century house was thought to have been located (Figure 8-1). It is likely that other 
features remain in situ in areas that were not excavated around the southern end of the project area and may 
relate to the 19th century occupants of the house. 
 

 
Figure 8-1. Plan showing 19th century features (Feature 4 and 8; see key) within the southern portion of 1-31 Gowerton Place project area (red line) 
and the 19th century house seen on the 1874 survey plan (Purple line; LINZ, 1874a). 

 
Feature 4 and Feature 8 were the only features to contain artefacts that could be confidently dated to the 19th 
century. As Feature 4 only contained a single bottle, it was not possible to date that feature other than to say 
the material was deposited in the 19th century. Feature 8 also contained artefacts typical of the 19th century, 
and, based on the material present in it, the artefacts were likely deposited in the 1870s. This means that the 
artefacts are not able to be associated with a specific occupant of the site.  
 
Feature 9 is a likely a surface accumulation formed in a natural depression and attracted casual discard for a 
long period into the 20th century. Feature 9 is too shallow and poorly sorted to be a garden feature, and its 
boundaries are quite irregular, where one might expect a garden feature to have more linear proportions and 
a well-defined interface with Stratum 2.  
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The material could have been deposited by the Dench family, but equally could have been deposited by 
Burrows, who appears to have been the first occupant of the site. The artefacts are typical of 19th century 
domestic assemblages, and likely represent items used by the occupants of the site in their day-to-day lives. 
The artefacts found in the feature, which were mostly glass bottles, suggests that the rubbish pit represents 
the disposal of general household waste as opposed to a clean-out event. The products that these bottles 
held, namely alcohol, medicine, food and aerated water, were commonly consumed by households in the 19th 
century. Only a small amount of other material was found in the feature, with most of these being elements 
from the unidentified metal artefact. Some of those artefacts were relatively personal- the sewing pin may 
have been used for sewing, while the green felt was probably part of a garment worn by one of the occupants 
of the site, along with the buckle. Other artefacts were less so, such as the strip and sheet metal that were in 
the feature. Overall, the archaeological assemblage is considered to be of low significance. This value may 
increase if more archaeological material is found at this site in the future (Table 8-1). 
 
Table 8-1. Assessment of significance for the archaeological assemblage from 1-31 Gowerton Place. 

Criteria Value 

Context medium-high: artefacts from rubbish pits, a secure context. The site was occupied by one family from 
1876-1903, meaning that any features dating to this period can be associated with the family with 
reasonable confidence. 

Condition low-medium: most artefacts fragmented, some complete bottles present. 

Rarity low: the artefacts are typical of 19th century Christchurch, although the John Moir and Son jar is not a 
commonly found brand.  

Information potential low: the assemblage could not be associated with specific occupants of the site. While the assemblage 
provides general information about domestic life in 19th century Christchurch, that information 
potential is limited by the small size of the assemblage and relative commonness of the material.  

Cultural associations none known. 

Amenity value low:  

 
Generally, the level of disturbance from the earthworks is relatively minimal, with only 35 per cent of the 
project area excavated. Of the areas that were excavated, much of it was excavated to an average depth of 
300 mm. Given that most of the archaeological features were identified below a depth of 400 mm, there 
remains a significant potential for archaeological deposits to remain in situ in areas where earthworks 
remained above this depth.  
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9 Conclusions and recommendations 

The foundation removal and earthworks at 1-31 Gowerton Place, Richmond, Christchurch, was monitored by 
an archaeologist due to the potential for the works to affect subsurface archaeological remains associated 
with the occupation of the project area prior to 1900. Approximately 35 per cent of the surface area of the 
project area was excavated, to an average depth of 300 mm and a maximum depth of 900 mm. Archaeological 
material was found during this work, and it is likely that other archaeological material and deposits remain in 
situ around the site, especially in the southern portion of the site around the location of the former 19th 
century dwelling. As a result of this work, 1-31 Gowerton Place has been recorded as archaeological site 
M35/2221 (Appendix C).  
 
Given that the earthworks left much of the site relatively unexcavated, it is likely that additional archaeological 
features associated with the 19th century occupation of the site remain in situ elsewhere within the project 
area. As such, should any future earthworks be required then an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken to determine whether an archaeological authority is required for such works. 
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Appendix A Artefact analysis methodology 

Cleaning 

Artefact material was washed and/or cleaned prior to cataloguing and analysis. All ceramic and glass vessels, 
with the exception of labelled bottles and any artefacts with unusual or potentially original residue, were 
washed by hand in cold water and air-dried. Faunal remains were also washed in cold water. Metal artefacts 
were dry brushed where necessary, while miscellaneous items were cleaned using a variety of methods: clay 
smoking pipes were washed in cold water, although care was taken not to remove evidence of use from the 
bowl of the pipe; wooden artefacts were dry brushed; bone artefacts, such as toothbrushes, were washed in 
cold water; and any paper or fragile items were cleaned using the most appropriate method in regard to the 
fragility of the individual artefact. Shoes and leather were first stored in a fridge to prevent the growth of 
mould or mildew and were cleaned, following consultation with conservator Sasha Stollman, using a like-with-
like approach: dry shoes were dry brushed, damp shoes were cleaned using a damp cloth, and waterlogged 
shoes were cleaned in cold water. All wet shoes and leather were dried slowly in cold conditions. A similar 
approach was applied to the textiles recovered from the site, with care taken to modify that approach 
depending on the type and fragility of the fabric recovered. Burned textiles were not washed and all fabric was 
subsequently stored between layers of acid free tissue paper.  
 
Cataloguing and photography 

The artefact assemblages were all sorted into material classes (ceramic, faunal, glass, metal, miscellaneous, 
shoes and leather and textiles), before being catalogued according to form and function. The specific variables 
recorded for each material class are listed below. All data relating to artefacts was entered into a Microsoft 
Excel spreadsheet, with a unique number and code provided for every unique artefact.  
 
Photographs were taken of every unique artefact, excluding faunal remains. Photographs were taken using a 
Nikon DSLR camera and a lightbox set up, with selected photographs digitally processed in ADOBE Photoshop 
prior to inclusion in this report and/or Appendices. Digital processing removed the background of the image, 
added a digital scale and, where necessary, adjusted the lighting and/or exposure of the image. It is possible 
that this caused some discrepancies between the colour of an artefact in an image and the colour as seen in 
person, although care was taken to avoid this.  
 
Quantitative analysis 

With the exception of faunal remains, a NISP (number of individual specimens) and MNI/V (minimum number 
of items or minimum number of vessels) was counted and calculated for all artefacts and artefact types. The 
NISP refers only to the number of fragments represented, while it must be emphasized that the MNI/V 
represents a minimum number only: in the case of large quantities of artefacts, the actual number of vessels 
represented may be higher but cannot be stated with any degree of certainty. An MNE was also recorded for 
several artefact types, referring to the number of diagnostic elements represented (a number which often 
contrasted with the NISP): examples of diagnostic elements included bottle finishes, bottle bases, teacup 
handles, footwear toes, footwear heels, pipe bowls and pipe stem bites.  
 
A NISP, MNE (minimum number of elements), MNI (minimum number of individuals) and MNBU (minimum 
number of butchery units) was recorded for all faunal assemblages and species.  
 
Dating: the TPQ method 

19th and early 20th century ceramic, glass, metal and miscellaneous artefacts were commonly embossed or 
printed with information concerning the manufacture of the vessel or the product the vessel contained. These 
manufacturers can often be identified and the period of their operation dated. The specific sources used for 
this process are discussed below for each material category. This information allows for the calculation of a 
terminus post quem (limit after which) for each feature or layer that is associated with a dated artefact. A 
terminus post quem (TPQ) is the earliest date at which an archaeological assemblage could have been 
deposited, if that feature assemblage has been identified as a single event deposit, or the earliest date at 
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which a layer could have been capped. It is derived from the date range of the youngest artefact in the feature. 
For example, if a manufacturer identified on a ceramic vessel is known to have operated between 1865 and 
1880, and this is the latest date range identified in the feature, the TPQ for that feature is 1865. 
 

Establishing a TPQ is useful because it can be used to associate deposition with a specific period of a site’s 
occupation. However, it should be emphasised that the TPQ is the earliest possible date for a feature or layer, 
not the definite date at which deposition occurred. The time between the manufacture and disposal of an 
artefact must be taken into account. Various factors influence this period. For example, a ceramic vessel is 
likely to proceed through a number of stages between creation and disposal. These include the time is takes 
for a vessel to be packed and processed in Britain, then shipped to New Zealand, and then more time in retail 
before its eventual purchase. After this process, the vessel was most likely used for a period of time before its 
disposal. This period is termed a vessel’s ‘use-life’ and the effect it has on estimated deposition dates is known 
as ‘time lag’ (Adams 2003). Therefore, it could be many years between the date at which a vessel was produced 
and the date at which a vessel was added to an archaeological assemblage. 
 
Where possible, a TAQ (terminus ante quem or limit before which) was also calculated for features and feature 
assemblages. A TAQ provides the date for the latest point at which a feature and/or assemblage could have 
been deposited. Such dates are usually derived from the construction of buildings or overlying structures in 
the same location as an archaeological feature or the presence of stratigraphic layers that can be dated to a 
specific period of time.  
 
Conjoins and matches 

In situations where a feature or layer contained fragments of vessels that joined with or matched fragments 
in at least one other feature and/or town section on the site, conjoins and matches were recorded. These 
conjoins (could be fitted together) or matches (very likely to have belonged to the same vessel, but could not 
be fitted together) were recorded in the catalogue along with the feature location and code for the artefact 
to which the conjoin or match was made. Within each feature assemblage in the report, these vessels are 
given an MNI/V of one, but that number is recalculated when they are considered in the context of the site.  
 
Ceramic artefacts 

A number of references were consulted during the analysis of the ceramic assemblage. Brooks (2005) was the 
principle reference used for the analysis of material ware, form and decorative technique. Samford (1997), 
Coysh and Henrywood (Coysh and Henrywood, 1982, 1989) and the Transferware Collector’s Club database 
were consulted in relation to decorative patterns and colours and internet resources such as The Potteries 
website were also utilised (Birks, 2021). Maker’s marks were identified using Godden (1991), Oswald et al. 
(Oswald, Hildyard and Hughes, 1982) and The Potteries website. These resources contribute to the internal 
database maintained by Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd which records both identified ceramic 
maker's marks and patterns recovered from previous archaeological sites in Canterbury.  
 

Ceramics were analysed according to a standard set of attributes and the specific categories are listed below. 
Some of these attributes and categories have been removed from the spreadsheets in Appendix B due to the 
constraints of printing on an A4 page. The columns left out were those in which no data was entered during 
the analysis, or where the data was not crucial to this report. In most cases, photographs were taken of all 
unidentified ceramic patterns and have been retained on file.  
 

Bag ID Material Quantity Decoration General information 
Site Body type NISP Technique Date 
Code Glaze MNE Colour Notes 
Box number Ware MNV Pattern name/motif References 
Bag number Function  Maker's mark  

Provenance 
Function: sub class 

Form 
   

 Portion    
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Faunal material 

Methods of analysing the faunal material drew on those outlined in Watson (2000). The faunal material was 
identified to taxonomic category and, where possible, mammal and bird bones were identified to species. 
Underground Overground Archaeology holds a reference collection of European mammal bones, and bird 
bone identification was undertaken by Paul Scofield, of the Canterbury Museum, using the reference collected 
held by that institution. Shellfish identification used Crowe (1999) for reference. 
 
A MNE (minimum number of elements) and MNI (minimum number of individuals) was generated from the 
NISP (number of individual specimen present). The attributes recorded during the analysis of the faunal 
material are listed below and include skeletal details, taphonomic processes and, where possible, any butchery 
marks on the material were recorded. Minimum number of butchery units (MNBU) was also recorded to 
represent cuts of meat targeted (Watson 2000).  
 

Bag ID Description Detailed analysis Quantity General information 
Site Species Butchery unit NISP Notes 
Code Element Taphonomy/butchery marks MNE  
Box number Side  MNI  
Bag number Portion  MNBU  
Provenance     

 

Glass artefacts 

Glass vessels were sorted by provenance and analysed according to the process outlined in Smith (2004). This 
included recording glass colour, finish, base type, manufacturing evidence and any marks present. Further 
information concerning the bottle and product manufacturers identified by marks was supplied when possible. 
Internet research provided the majority of this information but Donaldson et al. (1990), Toulouse (1971) and 
Lindsey (2021) also proved useful. 
 

Some glass vessels could be identified to type by their form or their embossing. This information identifies the 
original contents of the bottle. However, identification of the original contents of a bottle does not necessarily 
connect the occupants of a site with the consumption of that product. Reuse of glass bottles for different 
products was a common practice in New Zealand in the 19th century, as there was no glass bottle production 
in New Zealand until the 20th century. All bottles had to be imported, which resulted in a scarcity of glass 
containers. However, the identification of reuse in an archaeological context is difficult. As such, glass vessels 
are discussed in relation to their original contents. 
 
Several alcohol bottles were described by size. The size categories used for black beer bottles are the following: 
small or small tall (60-65 mm base diameter), small squat (68-76 mm base diameter), large tall (75-80 mm 
base diameter), large squat (80-95 mm). Measurements for ring seal bottle sizes, Worcestershire sauce bottle 
sizes, pharmaceutical bottle sizes and any other bottles with a ‘large’ and a ‘small’ category are provided in 
the appropriate notes section in Appendix B. 
 

Bag ID General description Quantity Manufacture Identification details 
Site Colour NISP Type  Embossing 
Code Portion MNE Marks Date 
Box number Function MNV  Notes 
Bag number Function: sub class   Reference 

Provenance 
Common name 
Details 

   

 

Metal artefacts 

Metal artefacts were analysed and recorded by their material type, form and measurements. Any marks were 
recorded and identified where possible. If the artefact could not be identified by form a description of its 
appearance was included. 
 
 

Bag ID Description Quantity Identification details 
Site Material Measurements Date 
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Code Form NISP Notes 
Box number Details MNI References 
Bag number Portion   
Provenance Marks   

 

Miscellaneous artefacts 

Miscellaneous artefacts included building materials and all other recovered artefacts not relevant to the 
already established material categories. Artefacts were cleaned and then analysed according to material type. 
Those that could be identified to form were recorded as such.  
 
Clay smoking pipes were primarily identified using (Bradley, 2000) and a variety of print and internet resources 
to identify pipe form, decoration and mark. Usewear was determined from bowl residue and bite modification.  
 

Bag ID Description Quantity Information 
Site Material Measurement Notes 
Code Artefact NISP Reference 
Box number Portion MNE  
Bag number Description MNI  
Provenance Marks   

 

Shoes and leather 

Shoes and leather were identified according to material, stylistic and manufacturing characteristics, following 
Anderson (1968), Stevens and Ordonez (2005) and Veres (2005). A variety of measurements were taken where 
possible, including maximum heel and ball of foot width, minimum arch width, maximum length, and height. 
Usewear, repair, reinforcing and any other modifications were also recorded.  
 

Bag ID Description Quantity Style Manufacture Information 
Site Material NISP Toe shape Heel Dates 
Code Functional class MNE Heel type Sole/insole Notes 
Box number Portion MNI Lifts Upper Measurements 
Bag number Size/wearer  Closure Reinforcing  
Provenance Type/style  Decoration Repair  

 
Functional categories 

Functional categories were determined for the assemblages based on a combination of form, known contents 
and/or use, archaeological provenance and historical context. Functional categories are subjective and can be 
problematic due to issues such as polyfunctionality, reuse and the relationship between object use and 
functional contexts. Where necessary, these problems have been discussed in text, although, for the sake of 
clarity and analysis, functional classifications were still applied. In cases where less than three functional 
classifications are determined to be relevant, all of those classifications have been recorded (i.e. tea 
ware/table ware).  
 
Discard protocol 

Underground Overground Archaeology uses a discard protocol involving the discard of non-diagnostic artefact 
fragments in European assemblages. A note is made in the artefact spreadsheet if an artefact is discarded. 
Copies of the artefact discard protocol are available upon request.  
 
Abbreviations 

Ceramic  

b & b plate bread and butter plate 

bbe buff bodied earthenware 

bc bone china 

bd body 

bgst bristol glaze 

bs base 

cl clear 

ew-c coarse earthenware 

dbw dyed body ware 
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fb flow blue  

ew-r refined earthenware 

h handle 

porc-h hard paste porcelain 

porc-s soft paste porcelain 

pw pearlware 

r rim 

rre red refined earthenware 

rt rockingham type 

sgst salt glaze 

st stoneware 

svww Semi-vitrified whiteware 

ugtp underglaze transfer print 

unid unidentified 

wg white granite 

ww whiteware 

yw yellowware 

Faunal  

C complete 

C* complete, missing 1 epiphysis 

C** complete, missing 2 epiphyses 

P complete proximal portion of the bone 

P* complete proximal portion but missing the unfused epiphysis 

PE the unfused proximal epiphysis 

PS proximal shaft 

MS shaft 

DS distal shaft 

D complete distal portion of the bone 

D* complete distal portion but missing the unfused epiphysis 

DE the unfused distal epiphysis 

Glass  

1pc dm one piece dip mould 

2pc two piece mould 

2pc w cb two piece mould with cup bottom 

2pc w pb two piece mould with post bottom 

3pc dm three piece dip mould 

amb amber brown 

ab aqua blue 

ag aqua green 

bd body 

bs base 

bv1 blake variant one  

cb cobalt 

cc concave 

cl colourless 

cmp complete 

c/s cross section 

cv convex 

-d dark 

dcc dished curved 

dft dished flat 

dm dip mould 

f finish 

fg forest green 

eg emerald green 

ft flat 

hs seams horizontal on shoulder 

hs/vb seams horizontal on shoulder, vertical on body 

hs/vbs seams horizontal on shoulder, vertical on body and shoulder 

hs/vs seams horizontal on shoulder, vertical on shoulder 

hz horizontal 

kbe kickup bell shaped 

kcm kickup conical with mamelon 

kcn kickup conical 

kdo kickup domed 

kpa kickup parabolic 

krc kickup rounded cone 

-l light 

mm machine made 

n neck 
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nil nil seams 

og olive green 

rcb c/s round cornered blake cross section 

ro round 

s shoulder 

sc scooped 

st straight 

sts straight short 

td tapered down 

td/u/bead tapered down/u-shaped groove/bead 

td/v/skirt tapered down/v-shaped groove/skirt 

tp tapered 

tu tapered up 

tus tapered up short 

turn-b turn marks on the body 

turn-l turn marks on the lip 

vh/hh seams vertical on heel, horizontal on heel 

vh/tb seams vertical on heel, transverse on base 

vh/tf/cb seams vertical on heel, horizontal on foot, circular on base 

v3h/t3f/cb seams 3 vertical on heel, 3 transverse on foot, circular on base 

vbs seams vertical on body and shoulder 

v3bs seams 3 vertical on body and shoulder 

vcn seams vertical complete on neck 

v3cn seams 3vertical complete on neck 

vpn seams vertical partial on neck 

wrench-n wrench marks on the neck 

Metal  

h head 

pt point 

s shaft 
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Appendix B Artefact spreadsheets 

Due to the constraints of printing on an A4 page, the following artefact spreadsheets have been condensed (as noted in the footnotes for each table). For full 
spreadsheets please contact Underground Overground Archaeology. 
 
At the time of writing, the artefacts were stored at Underground Overground Ltd offices at 95 Wordsworth Street, Sydenham, Christchurch. 
 
Ceramic1 

Bag # Provenance Body Type Glaze Ware Function Form Portion NISP MNI Technique Colour Pattern Name/Motif Maker's Mark Date Notes (incl date range) 

1 F8 ew-r cl ww food preparation mixing bowl rm, bd 1 1 undecorated 
  

  
 

rolled rim mixing bowl 

 
Faunal2 

Bag # Provenance Species Element Side Portion Butchery 
unit 

Taphonomy NISP MNE MNI MNBU AGE NOTES 

1 F8 sheep pelvis ? frag     1 1 1 
  

  

2 F8 mammal horn ? frag     1 1 1 
  

probably cow 

 
Glass3 

Bag # Provenance Colour Portion Class Common name Details NISP MNE MNV Type Marks Measurements Embossing Notes 

1 F4 cfb f,n,sh,bd,bs pharmaceutical oval pharmaceutical flange curved up f, st n, 
scooped sh, handy c/s, dcc bs 

10 2 1 2pc w cb, 
pressed f 

vnsb, vh, hh     
 

2 F8 fg c alcohol ring seal (champagne, 
small) 

st//ft f, st n, convex sh, st bd, 
kcm bs 

1 1 1 tm turn-bd bs diam: 70 mm. 
height: 250 mm 

  
 

3 F8 ag c alcohol spirits flat/v/skirt f, convex n, ro sh, 
st bd, kdo, pimple 

1 1 1 3pc dm, 
app f 

vns, hs bs diam: 73 mm. 
height: 275 mm 

  
 

4 F8 cfb sh,bd,bs pharmaceutical rectangular bevelled 
pharmaceutical 

hz sh, st bd, blake varient 1 
c/s, dcc bs 

1 1 1 2pc w cb vsb, vh, hh bs length: 62 mm. 
bs width: 38 mm 

base: YG/Co 
(monogram) 

glass error 
in body 

5 F8 cfb c pharmaceutical rectangular bevelled 
pharmaceutical 

flange sq f, st n, hz sh, st bd, 
blake varient 1 c/s, dcc bs 

2 2 1 2pc w cb, 
app f 

vnsb, vh, hh bs length: 57 mm. 
bs width: 32 mm. 
height: 153 mm 

body: 
GRANULAR 
CITRATE/ OF 
MAGNESIA// 
BISHOPS 

 

 
1 The following columns have been removed from this table: Site, code, EQ box # (all are stored in EQ1230). 

2 The following columns have been removed from this table: Site, code, EQ box# (all are stored in EQ1230). 

3 The following columns have been removed from this table: Site, code, class, EQ box# (all are stored in EQ1230). 
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Bag # Provenance Colour Portion Class Common name Details NISP MNE MNV Type Marks Measurements Embossing Notes 

6 F8 cfb f,n,sh pharmaceutical rectangular bevelled 
pharmaceutical 

bead/v/flat f, st n, hz sh 1 1 1 app f vns     
 

7 F8 og-d bs alcohol black beer (large 
squat) 

kcn bs 1 1 1 dm   bs diam: 86 mm   
 

8 F8 og-d bs alcohol black beer (tall) kcn bs 1 1 1 dm   bs diam: 78 mm   
 

9 F8 og-d f,n,bd alcohol black beer curve/v/skirt f, convex n 4 1 0 app f       
 

10 F8 og-d f,n,sh,bd alcohol case gin taper up f, rudimentary n, hz 
sh 

2 1 1 app f       
 

11 F8 ag near c non-alcoholic 
beverage 

torpedo 
 

1 1 1 2pc, app f   length: 245 mm   
 

12 F8 fg-l bs, bd alcohol ring seal kcm bs 2 1 1 tm turn-bd bs diam: 74 mm   
 

13 F8 fg bs alcohol ring seal kcm bs 1 1 1     bs diam: ca. 70 
mm 

  
 

14 F8 ag bs, bd food wide mouth pickle ro sh, st bd, kdo bs 3 1 1 2pc w cb vb, vh, hh bs diam: 78 mm body: JOHN 
MOIR & SON/ 
A[BE]RDEEN 

 

15 F8 ag f,n,sh,bd food cathedral pickle jar curve f, st n (knop at bs), 
taper up sh (crown symbol 
on sh) st bd 

5 1 1 app f       
 

16 F8 ag f,n food wide mouth pickle curve f, st n 1 1 0 app f       
 

17 F8 ag stopper unidentified round cross-section 
bottle 

 
1 1 0         probably 

from the 
spirits 
bottle 

18 F8 ag bs food wide mouth pickle ro c/s, dcc bs 1 1 1 2pc w cb vb, vh, hh bs diam: 78 mm base: CB/K/ 
1242 

 

19 F8 ag bs, bd food wide mouth pickle ro c/s, dcc bs 2 1 1     bs diam: 75 mm base: BS 
 

20 F8 ab bd structural window glass 
 

1 1 1     thickness: 3.5 mm   
 

21 F8 ag bd unidentified round cross-section 
bottle 

 
12 0 0         probably 

from pickle 
jars 

 
Metal4 

Bag # Provenance Material Class Form Details Portion Measurements NISP MNI Date 

1 F5 cast iron services pipe 
 

c internal diam: 50 mm. total 
diam: 60 mm. length: 126 mm 

1 1 
 

2 F5 ferrous sheet metal sheet metal 
 

frag 
 

5 1 
 

3 F8 copper alloy personal pin 
 

c length: 34 mm 1 1 
 

4 F8 ferrous strip metal strip metal 
 

frag width: 33 mm 1 1 
 

5 F8 ferrous food storage can 
 

frag 
 

2 1 
 

6 F8 ferrous personal buckle double loop buckle c length: 58 mm. width: 38 mm 1 1 
 

7 F8 zinc sheet metal sheet metal 
 

frag 
 

2 1 
 

 
4 The following columns have been removed from this table: Site, code, EQ box# (all are stored in EQ1230). 
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Bag # Provenance Material Class Form Details Portion Measurements NISP MNI Date 

8 F8 ferrous unidentified unidentified multiple elements of one object- all elements have timber fragments attached indicating that they 
were part of a larger item that comprised iron and timber. Three elements strip metal bent into a sharp 
half-circle with timber sandwiched by metal. One two bits of strip metal meeting at an eyelet. Another 
two flat strip metal shaped with a slit cut out and tangs that indicate attached into things and probably 
had moving components 

frag 
 

10 1 
 

 
Miscellaneous5 

Bag # Provenance Material Class Artefact Portion Description Measurements NISP MNI Notes 

1 F8 leather unidentified leather frag   
 

1 1 leather fragment, not clear if from a shoe or from something else 

2 F8 stone food preparation? pestle? frag sandstone? Type material- possible a 
pestle? 

 
1 1 

 

3 F8 slate structural slate tile frag incised lines 
 

2 1 not a writing slate- exterior not polished/smooth like writing slate. But still incised 
lines 

4 F8 textile personal clothing frag green wool plain weave felted 
 

7 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
5 The following columns have been removed from this table: Site, code, EQ box# (all are stored in EQ1230). 
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Appendix C Site record forms 

 

M35/2221NZAA SITE NUMBER:

SITE TYPE:

SITE NAME(s):

Historic - domestic

Record last updated: 10/12/2021

Summary Site 
Record

SITE COORDINATES (NZTM) Easting: Northing:1572418 5181292 Source: On Screen

IMPERIAL SITE NUMBER: METRIC SITE NUMBER: M35/2221

Scale 1:2,500

Finding aids to the location of the site

At the southern end of 1-31 Gowerton place. 

Brief description of the site

Historic rubbish deposits

Condition of the site when last visited

Below surface

This report contains a summary of the 
information about this site held in ArchSite.

For a complete Site Record Form 
containing all the recorded information, 
please contact the ArchSite Coordinator.
      

       For further information please contact:

       ArchSite Coordinator, PO Box 6337, DUNEDIN

       admin@archsite.org.nz
       

15/12/2021Printed by: kirsawebb

NEW ZEALAND ARCHAELOGICAL ASSOCIATION
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