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Introduction 

1 My name is Dean Michael Chrystal.  I am a Director with Planz Consultants 

Limited a planning consultancy based in Christchurch. My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 29 October 20151. 

2 I confirm that have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note (updated 1 December 2014) and I agree to 

comply with it. My qualifications as an expert are set out above. I confirm that the 

issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise. I 

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

detract from the opinions expressed. 

Acronyms and Abbreviations Used 

3 I have used the following acronyms and abbreviations within my evidence:  

Fulton Hogan Limited    Fulton Hogan 

Waterloo Park Limited   WPL 

Templeton Golf Course   TGC 

Outline Development Plan   ODP 

proposed Replacement District Plan  pRDP 

Scope of Evidence 

4 I have read the submitter evidence in chief dated 29 October 2015 relevant to my 

area of expertise. My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in 

chief filed by the following submitters:  

(a) Ms Buttimore for Waterloo Park Limited (#2336 /F-2795); and 

(b) Ms Harnett for herself (#2162 / F-2735). 
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 Statement of Evidence of Dean Chrystal on behalf of Fulton Hogan Ltd, 29 October 2015 paragraphs 5 to 9 
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Response to Evidence 

Waterloo Park Limited 

5 Ms Buttimore’s evidence is that she does “not believe there is sufficient 

information to appropriately address the benefits and costs associated with the 

rezoning”2.  

6 In response, I consider Fulton Hogan has commissioned extensive evidence 

from a range of independent experts, which is now before the Panel.  As 

explained in that evidence, most of those experts have been involved and 

advising on the project for a number of years.  As I state in paragraph 31 of my 

evidence in chief, in a Plan Review process such as this, in my experience, it is 

the usual order of things for a submission to be made and then evidence 

produced at the hearing to support the submission and in sufficient detail to 

enable an informed decision to be made.   

7 Ms Buttimore goes onto states that “if the Hearings Panel were minded to accept 

this deferred zoning request sought by Fulton Hogan a quarrying activity could be 

established on the Templeton Golf Course as of right and no resource consent 

would be necessary. This would mean that potential adverse effects on adjacent 

landowners (including WPL) from quarrying activities would not be considered”3. 

8 The evidence of the Fulton Hogan witnesses has addressed the potential 

adverse effects of the proposal on adjacent landowners. Further, the proposal 

overall contains a number of measures to mitigate any potential adverse effects 

on the wider environment, (which includes adjacent landowners) including 

landscaping (provided on the ODP) and noise attenuation measures (the 

requirement for a noise management plan). Finally, I note that consents 

associated with indigenous vegetation clearance, discharges and traffic 

generation (albeit on a controlled activity basis) would still be required to 

establish the quarry. 

9 Ms Buttimore then suggests that based on WPL’s experience at Roberts Road - 

where a number of imposed conditions require WPL to internalise any potential 

adverse effects associated with quarrying - that the Council’s approach on using 

the Rural Quarry Zone only for existing established quarry activities is 

                                                      
2
 Evidence of Laura Buttimore, para 25 

3
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acceptable. Given this approach she does not believe it would be appropriate to 

include additional land within the Rural Quarry Zone that has not been through 

any resource management process where all the costs and or benefits (i.e. a full 

section 32 analysis) associated with the zoning have been appropriately 

considered.  

10 In my opinion this current hearing is the appropriate ‘process’ and the evidence 

provided by Fulton Hogan’s witnesses addresses the costs and benefits and 

includes a thorough s32 analysis. Ms Buttimore’s concern appears to be that 

Fulton Hogan would via zoning be allowed to do something i.e. quarrying that 

WPL has had to obtained resource consent to do. 

11 Ms Buttimore concludes by saying that “the deferred zoning sought by Fulton 

Hogan to rezone an Open Space site to a permissive Rural Quarry Zone needs 

considerable more information and detail so that a full section 32 analysis can 

occur. Given this information is currently unavailable I believe that the Hearings 

Panel should decline this deferred rezoning request” and “This would mean that 

at the relevant time the existing golf course was required for quarrying activities; 

resource consent would need to be applied for”4. 

12 In addition to my previous comments that the information including a full s32 

analysis is now before the Hearing Panel, Ms Buttimore’s default position of a 

resource consent process does not acknowledge the fact that the present zoning 

of the golf course is Open Space in which a resource consent for quarrying is a 

non-complying activity.  As referenced in the s32 analysis attached to my 

evidence in chief this would be unrealistic option as it would be contrary to the 

objectives and policies of land zoned for open space. This would likely therefore 

necessitate pursuing a site-specific issue independently from the wider District 

Plan review.  Pursuing it at this time allows the Panel to consider the wider 

context in a way that is superior to a one-off resource consent application or 

independent plan change. 

Ms Harnett 

13 Ms Harnett’s evidence raises a number of matters, some of which will be 

addressed in rebuttal by others.  There are two particular points upon which I can 

provide comments.  
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14 The first is Ms Harnett indicates she has “no confidence that even if the swap 

goes ahead, the current amenity will ever be replaced on the existing FH quarry 

site following rehabilitation”.5 I accept that is a reasonable question to pose and it 

is addressed by the deferred zoning process which requires that an executed 

contract be provided to the Council showing the concept of a 18 hole golf course 

designed to an international standard; areas set aside for Biodiversity 

Conservation; details of a recreation area; and importantly that a bond be 

provided to the Council with sufficient funds at any given time to fulfil the terms of 

the contract in the event the contracting party defaults.  

15 The second matter is Ms Harnett’s reference to the Rural 5 zone in the Operative 

City Plan being described as a zone most sensitive to noise6. As the heading 

states, the Rural 5 zone is a zone influenced by Christchurch International Airport 

operations and extends to include the majority of that area within the 50 dBA Ldn 

noise contour. The contour denotes the area within which noise levels are likely 

to normally exceed the 50 dBA Ldn sound level measurement resulting from the 

operation of aircraft in and around the Airport. The zone's purpose is primarily the 

continuation of primary production while managing land use activities to avoid 

compromising airport operations and development. The environmental results 

anticipated include: 

(a)  The operation of activities within the Rural 5 (Airport Influences) Zone in a 

manner which maintains the continued safe and uncurfewed operation and 

development of the International Airport. 

(b)  Some adverse environmental noise effects associated with the proximity of 

aircraft operations and associated activities at the airport with gradual use of 

quieter aircraft, but with substantially greater numbers of aircraft movements. 

(c)   A level of intensity of land use activities and future subdivision activities 

within this zone so as to ensure that neither of these lead to demands for 

curfewed airport operations. 

16 The Rural 5 zone is therefore a zone which is influenced by noise associated with 

the Airport. It is not a zone which could be considered as a quiet rural zone or 

one “most sensitive to noise”, which is suggested in Ms Harnett’s statement.   

                                                      
5
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17 Ms Harnett also discusses a mitigation package at the end of her evidence7 and I 

have addressed some of these points in turn below. 

(i) An Excavation setback 250m from the entire boundary. The 250m to retain 

its reserve status. This is in keeping with the general setback the Council is 

proposing and is based on the same principal. 

The ODP includes a 30m landscaped setback from the southern boundary. 

The 250m rule referred to is contained in the Rural Urban Fringe Zone 

(Rule D3) and is in my opinion directed at setbacks from Residential Zone 

boundaries, not setbacks from dwellings.  In other words quarrying 

activities under this rule (as proposed in the latest version of the Council 

proposal) are discretionary activities in the Rural Urban Fringe Zone if 

located 250m or more from a Residential or Specific Purpose (School) 

Zone.  There could therefore be a residential dwelling within the Rural 

Urban Fringe Zone which is within 250m to which the requirement would 

not apply. However, as a discretionary activity anyway, the effects on that 

property would still need to be assessed.  

In this case, that assessment has been comprehensively undertaken at this 

pRDP stage. Matters such as visual amenity, landscaping, noise, dust and 

traffic have all been assessed and, where appropriate, additional mitigation 

measures or requirements put in place to address them.  I note here in 

particular that the ODP shows an approximate location for the processing 

plant - rather than a mobile situation - which is a considerable distance from 

the boundary and that a noise management plan proving compliance with 

relevant rules is a requirement of the permitted activity status.  

(ii) The new quarry zone boundary should be treated with an earth bund 

planted in native grasses at least 3m above the ground level of our own 

property. 

It is not proposed to provide a bund but rather to setback the quarry face 

30m from the southern boundary. The setback would incorporate existing 

pine trees and new native planting. There should be a transparent acoustic 

shield along the road boundary to mitigate the noise from quarry trucks (our 

property is on a rise) in conjunction with the reserve land, which may be 

golf course or may be native planting. There may be the option of a 
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transparent acoustic shield instead of the bund of the type used along 

European motorways. 

I understand Mr Camp will address this. 

(iii) There should be a noise logger and real time dust ambient monitoring on 

the zone boundary between the quarry and our own property. 

I understand Mr Camp and Mr Chilton will address this. 

(iv) The crusher plant and all other associated activities other than excavation 

should be at least 500m from both our own house or the site of a future 

house allowed by our Certificate of Compliance. 

This will be achieved through the identification of the location of the 

processing plant on the ODP. That location is over 700m from Ms Harnett’s 

existing house and 520m from the house approved in the Certificate of 

Compliance (based on the plans obtained from Council).  

(v) The crusher plant should be enclosed and up against the quarry wall. 

This matter is addressed in the primary evidence of Mr Camp8 where he 

notes that there are a range of noise control solutions possible, including an 

enclosed building, and that the final choice will depend on the processing 

plant selected, its location (which is fixed on the ODP) and the hours of 

operation. This will be addressed in the required noise management plan.    

(vi) The main entrance to the quarry should be at the furthest away point from 

our house off Hasketts Road. 

The proposed ODP includes two access points, one of which is the existing 

golf course access onto Pound Road. It is considered logical to retain this 

access and utilise the sealed roading surface into the site which already 

exists.  Mr Rossiter addresses this further in his Rebuttal Statement. 

(vii) There should be a comprehensible dust management plan including limiting 

the open excavated area to 2 hectares at any one time. 

Dust management has been addressed in the evidence of Mr ChiltonIn 

terms of the open excavation area a rule is proposed to have a maximum of 

15ha open at any one time. As no exclusions have been provided in the 

rule this will include the processing plant and associated area and haul 
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roads, which will mean that the area actually open for aggregate extraction 

will be considerably less than 15ha. Notwithstanding this, I am advised that 

an area of 2ha is too small an area in which to conduct the full suite of 

quarry operations.  

(viii) The excavation should begin on our side of the quarry and the quarry 

rehabilitated with sufficient topsoil over material used to backfill sufficient to 

support amenity planting beyond pastoral cover, which should comprise 

native planting. 

By necessity excavation would need to begin on the north-west side of the 

site.  This is because for a period of time the aggregate material will need 

to be transferred back to the location of the existing processing plant until 

such time that an area large enough to accommodate the plant has been 

excavated. The area nearest to Ms Harnett’s property is shown on the ODP 

at being in stage 3 of the excavation.  This will ensure that this area is not 

the final area to be rehabilitated and instead will be progressively 

rehabilitated as the quarrying moves into stage 4.   

(ix) Truck movements should be limited to 250 a day. 

Mr Rossiter discusses this. 

(x) Restrictions on reverse beeping. 

This is specifically referenced to be addressed in the noise management 

plan required as part of the rule package. 

(xi) If the main entrance remains on Pound Road there should be a cycle path 

at least 2m wide along Pound Road. 

This is a matter which is beyond Fulton Hogan’s control. As I understand it 

there is no cycleway proposed along Pound Road as part of the City 

Council’s cycleway network expansion.9  Mr Rossiter addresses this 

further.   

(xii) Excavation should stay at least 2m above the water table and monitoring of 

water quality monitored on a regular basis. 

Mr Douglass addresses this.  
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(xiii) There should be a comprehensive rehabilitation plan in place before any 

excavation starts. That plan should require the excavated area to be 

developed into a native reserve and carried out within a very short time 

frame. It should include a maintenance and irrigation plan. 

A rule has been proposed restricting the extent of exposed excavation to 

15ha and thus requiring progressive rehabilitation as the quarry is worked. 

Furthermore, as I understand it the CAPG has now proposed a rule which 

includes requiring new quarries to submit a rehabilitation plan prior to the 

commencement of quarrying.. 

 
 

Dean Chrystal 
6 November 2015 

 
 


