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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

1.1 My name is Pauline Fiona Aston (MA Cambridge University, England, M.Phil 

Town Planning, University College London, MNZPI, MRMLA).  I have 31 years 

resource management and planning experience. I am Principal of Aston 

Consultants Resource Management and Planning, and have operated my own 

consultancy practice, based in Christchurch, since 1995.   

1.2 I work extensively in the Greater Christchurch area, with numerous clients with 

interests in subdivision, land development and land use planning matters.  I am 

very familiar with the Greater Christchurch planning environment, including the 

operative Christchurch City Plan and the LURP (Land Use Recovery Plan).  

1.3 I have prepared a submission on behalf of Survus (local surveyors) on a  

number of pRDP matters which relate to parts of the pRDP which relate to 

matters of concern to Survus clients (and in some cases mutual clients).  This 

evidence relates only to Beckenham character area. I also have a personal 

interest in the matter as trustee of the Rosemount Family Trust which is part 

owner of 44 Fisher Avenue Beckenham. 

1.4 I confirm that I have prepared this evidence in accordance with the Code of 

Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note, 

November 2011). The issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within 

my area of expertise except where I state that I am relying on the evidence or 

advice of another person. 

1.5 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming my 

opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my opinions. 

1.6 I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions I have expressed. 

1.7 The key documents which I have relied upon in preparing my evidence are the 

following: 

(a) the Recovery Strategy; 

(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

 (c) the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 
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 (d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

 (e) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Ministers' Statement of 

 Expectations (SOE); 

(f) the Hearing Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter including 

 the   overarching Objectives; and 

(g) the notified Subdivision, Residential and Natural Hazard Chapter of the 

Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

1.8.  I have read those parts of the Council evidence evidence relevant to the 

character area issue which is addressed in this evidence. 

 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence focusses on that part of the Survus submission relating to the 

Beckenham character area ( which I understand under the Council’s Revised 

Proposal is a combination of CA2 and CA3), in particular the rules package 

relating to rear sites.   

2.2 I consider the proposal against the relevant planning framework including 

Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (‘C6’) and the pRDP 

objectives and policies; undertake a s32 assessment of the proposal; assess 

the environmental effects associated with the proposed rezoning; and comment 

on the Council’s evidence in relation to this matter. 

 

 
3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 3.1 The relief sought in this evidence (a lesser relief than that requested in the 

Survus submission as lodged) is that the minimum site density standard of 

600m2 be deleted for rear sites in the Beckenham character area (in the 

Revised Version a combination of CA2 and CA3). The rule is not necessary to 

achieve Objective 3.3.7 (b) or to maintain and enhance the special character of 

the Beckenham Character Area as sought under Policy 14.1.5.8, and is 

contrary to Objective 3.3.2 (a). 
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 3.2 In terms of section 32 of the RMA, deleting the rule is more efficient and 

effective for achieving the purpose of the pRDP.  

 3.3 In the event that the Panel consider the rule should be retained as it relates to 

rear sites, then non compliance should be restricted discretionary with no 

requirement for affected party approvals and or notification. This is consistent 

with Sarah Oliver’s evidence (Council Planner) where she discusses the need 

for rules in the District Plan to control land use and subdivision and states “I 

therefore support the need for restricted discretionary status of the rule and the 

matters of discretion required to be considered.”1 

 

4. CHARACTER ASSESSMENT  

4.1 The Council’s Beckenham character assessment2 (which covers both CA2 

and CA3) summarises its character elements as relating to built form and 

comprising:- 

 Building height – generally single storey 

 Building scale – generally moderate-scale, individual bungalows 

 Building and roof form – simple forms with projections, gable and hip 

roofs 

 Site coverage – approximately 40% 

 Setback from street – generally 6-9m 

 Mature boundary vegetation – large trees / shrubs located within the 

front-yard boundary 

 Low-medium scale fencing – 1 to 1.5m 

 Visual connectivity between dwellings and the street – through low 

fencing, placement of windows and dwelling entrances 

                                                

 

1
 Paragraphs 8.4-5 Sarah Oliver’s evidence  

2
 Christchurch Character Assessment, Beca January 2015 
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 Architectural detail – common architectural elements include low-pitched 

gable roofs, shingled gable walls, and bay or 

 bow windows at the front of the house. Various sized leadlight windows, 

weatherboard cladding, arched porches and houses facing the street 

are other notable features. 

4.2 The Report explains the assessment methodology as below3:- 

 In respect to ascertaining the integrity and cohesiveness of each character 

area, each property was assigned a classification – of primary, contributory, 

neutral or intrusive – on the breadth of character elements exhibited by that 

property. These property classifications are further defined below: 

 Primary – Sites with buildings, structures, landscape, garden and other features 

that define the character of an area. �  

 Contributory – Sites with buildings, structures, landscape, garden and other 

features that support the character of an area. �  

 Neutral – Sites with buildings, structures, landscape, garden and other features 

that neither defines, supports or detracts from the character of an area. �  

 Intrusive – Sites with buildings, structures, landscape, garden and other 

features that conflict/ detract from the character of an area.  

 The baseline for establishing whether a character area had sufficient integrity 

and cohesiveness was identified as a requirement that 80% of properties were 

primary or contributory properties within an area. On this basis Character Area 

boundaries were further refined.  

 Note: Properties not visible from the street / public realm have been classified 

as neutral (my highlighting) – as have properties where dwellings have been 

demolished following the earthquakes and where sites are vacant. 

4.3 Clearly, rear sites - which are not visible from the street – do not contribute to 

the character of the area. This is evident from the maps below. Virtually every 

                                                

 

3
 Section 2.4.1 
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rear site is ‘neutral’. The exception appears to be no. 42 Fisher Avenue –this 

appears to be an error, as the site contains a modern style single storey brick 

dwelling which is not visible from the street. 
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4.3 I note that the percentage of primary/contributory buildings in Fisher Avenue is 

79% which is lower than in the central part of the character area (85%-98%) 

where there are less rear sites.4 

 

4.4 Ms Schroeder has made specific comment on CA3 as follows5:- 

 

 CA3 Beckenham Central predominantly comprises the central areas of the 

development blocks, i.e. rear sites or sites off private lanes. In the 

classification of the sites these were largely identified as having a neutral 

classification, ie neither contributing nor detracting from the character values of 

the wider area. The exception to this is the mid-block canopy provided by 

mature trees and larger vegetation. The sites with a street frontage within 

                                                

 

4
 Section 3.4 Beca Report 

5
 Paragraph 7.29 
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Beckenham Loop, however, present a character which is highly intact and is 

represented predominantly by CA2. 

 

4.5 Based on the above, the only possible character value for rear sites is mid 

block vegetation provided by mature trees and larger vegetation, presumably 

where this is visible and provides a green backdrop as viewed from the street. 

This will only be the case for substantial mature mid block vegetation where it 

exists. 

 

RULES PACKAGE 

 

4.6 A site density rule is not necessary to protect mid block vegetation – where it 

exists which will, based on my local knowledge, not apply to many (most) rear 

sites. This is because the Chapter 8 Subdivision matters of discretion for 

character areas (Rule 8.3.1.5) includes:- 

 

d. the retention of mid large scale mid block vegetation and tree planting. 

 

In my opinion, if protection of mid block vegetation is required, this is a matter to 

be dealt with at the time of subdivision, not under the Chapter 14 rules relating 

to the subsequent land use (generally dwellings). 

 

4.7 I note exclusion of rear sites from the site density rule is consistent with the 

approach taken under RD32 which applies:- 

Within the Christchurch City Character Area Overlay, the relocation of an 

existing building onto the site, erection of new buildings and alterations or 

additions to existing buildings, including the front façade of the main residential 

building, accessory buildings, fences and walls associated with that 

development, where it is: 

a. visible from the street; and/or 

b. located in that part of the site between the road boundary the interface 

between the street and the main residential unit on the site; and/or 

c. involves changes to the front façade of the main residential unit of the site. 
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A notation states that the rule does not apply to rear sites or those located on 

private lanes in CA2 - Beckenham Loop. 

 

4.8 Amendments to the rules to give effect to the relief sought are attached as 

Appendix A.   

 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
5.1 Exclusion of rear sites from Site Density Rule 14.2.3.2 with respect to 

Beckenham Character Area is the most appropriate way to give effect the 

pRDP objectives and policies for the reasons outlined above. 
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Appendix A: Amendments to Rule 14.2.3.1 Site Density 

5. Residential Suburban Zone and 

Christchurch City Character Area Overlay 

Except rear sites or those located on 

private lanes in CA2 and CA3 - 

Beckenham Loop and Beckenham 

Central. 

600m2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


