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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. 

2 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the submission by RHOAD 

Limited (RHOAD) on the Central City Chapter of the proposed Replacement 

District Plan (pRDP) to enable the provision for Cultural Facilities on a specific site 

known as 52 Rolleston Avenue.  

3 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

3.1 The evidence of City Council planning experts Scott Blair, Mark 

Stevenson and Glenda Dickson; and 

3.2 The evidence of Susan Wakefield and Jonathan Clease of behalf of 

RHOAD. 

Qualifications and Experience 

4 I hold a Bachelor of Regional Planning degree and am an accredited 

Commissioner.  I have been employed in the practice of Planning and Resource 

Management for over 25 years, both in New Zealand and the United Kingdom. 

5 I have previously worked for local authorities in Wellington and the UK before 

joining Christchurch City Council (Council) in 1994.  In 1998 I left the Council to 

become a Director at Planit Associates (now Planz Consultants). 

6 My experience includes the policy and rule development for the commercial and 

retail provisions contained in the Operative City Plan while working for the 

Council. I have also been involved in policy review and development for a range 

of clients over the past 17 years including a leading role in the preparation of 

Variation 86 to the Christchurch City Plan (Variation 86). 

7 I have also been involved in resource consent applications and plan changes 

within the Central City including those involving the consideration on urban 

design matters.   
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8 As a Commissioner my experience includes hearing and deciding on numerous 

plan changes and resource consent application around the country and I have 

being involved in Panel’s specifically on the district plan reviews of Selwyn and 

Horowhenua District Councils. 

9 I 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. 

Summary of evidence 

10 I agree with Mr Blair that a Cultural Facility on 52 Rolleston Avenue is in principle 

appropriate and that any development of such a facility should be subject to 

urban design assessment as a restricted discretionary activity. 

11 I consider that the urban design assessment should be on a non-notification with 

no written approvals basis. I also consider, based on the evidence of Mr Clease, 

that the existing urban design assessment matters proposed for the Central City 

Residential are more appropriate in terms of the context of the site and in 

ensuring a more stream-lined Plan than the specific set of matters proposed by 

Mr Blair. 

12 I consider the simplest and most effective method for enabling the above is to 

provide for a Cultural Facility on 52 Rolleston Avenue as a permitted activity and 

amend Rule RD2 (urban design assessment) to include a Cultural Facility on 52 

Rolleston Avenue. As a consequence, assessment matters 14.16.4.14 Cultural 

facility at 52 Rolleston Avenue are deleted. These amendments are shown in 

Appendix 1.  
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Introduction and Context 

13 A detailed background on the project and consultation to-date has been 

described in the evidence of Mrs Wakefield. In brief the submission by RHOAD 

seeks to enable a Cultural Facility on 52 Rolleston Avenue and that an urban 

design assessment be required but on a non-notified and no written approvals 

basis. The submission does not seek to amend any built form standards. 

14 The proposal itself involves the establishment of a “House Museum” on 52 

Rolleston Avenue by the Ravenscar Trust. The site is approximately 2,300m2 and 

contains a seal car park and temporary public toilets. The car park contains both 

leased and public spaces. Under the operative City Plan and the notified pRDP 

provisions a Cultural Facility would fall to be a non-complying activity.    

15 The site is located next to two heritage sites - the Youth Hostel Association (YHA) 

Building at 5 Worcester Street and the offices at 15 Worcester Street. Both of 

these are former residential dwellings of wooden construction. The site is also 

adjacent to both the Arts Centre and Museum both of which are listed heritage 

buildings and of stone construction. To the immediate north of the site are Christ 

College facilities. 

16 Having read the evidence of Mr Blair I agree with his assessment with regards: 

a. the ‘in principle’ appropriateness of the use of the site specifically for a 

cultural facility. I agree the proposed use (being a house museum) will 

contribute substantially to the cultural well-being of the community. I also 

consider the sites location in relation to the museum and art centre 

reinforces the appropriateness of the activity proposed and note that the City 

Council as landowner has already considered the proposal via a separate 

Local Government Act process and approved the sale of the land for the 

proposed purpose of a house museum; and     

b. building development should be subject to an urban design assessment at a 

restricted discretionary status. 
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17 I disagree with Mr Blair conclusions in relation to: 

a. The activity itself being a restricted discretionary activity and the associated 

inclusion of bulk and location standards with the restricted discretionary 

activity rule; 

b. There being no rule relating to non-notification or written approvals; and  

c. The assessment matters proposed.  

18 Mr Blair also refers in a reference at the bottom of page 29 of his evidence to Mr 

Stevenson having discussed other aspects of the RHOAD submission relating to 

the removal of a guest accommodation overlay on part of the site. He indicates 

that Mr Stevenson concludes that the guest accommodation overlay should be 

removed from that part of the site it sits over.   

19 It is my understanding that the guest accommodation overlay should relate to 

the adjoining YHA site only. Therefore, while I agree that it should be removed 

from 52 Rolleston Avenue having reviewed Mr Stevenson’s evidence on the 

Central City Business zones I can find no reference to the RHOAD submission or 

any conclusion that the overlay should be removed.  

Discussions on Submission 

20 The RHOAD submission was inadvertently left off the notice of mediation 

programme for Chapter 13 sent out by the Independent Secretariat. It had 

previously been identified as Issue 2(d) in the Statement of Issues. 

21 As a result I approached Mr Blair and asked whether he knew anything about the 

submission and whether he would like to discuss it separately from the 

mediation. We met on the 1st December 2015. I advised Mr Blair on the 

background to the submission and the process that was being taking place in 

terms of the City Council consultation under the Local Government Act and the 

impending decision on the sale of the site concerned to enable the Ravenscar 

Trust to develop a house museum.  
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22 While not documented our discussion concluded on the basis that there was no 

significant problems foreseen with the RHOAD submission but that Mr Blair 

would talk to the relevant Council staff who were reporting on the consultation 

and land sale to get a better understanding, and that we would look to meet 

again once that had occurred.    

23 No further meeting was able to take place due to Mr Blair’s time commitments, 

however he did advise me of his position on the issue of notification.   

Activity Status 

24 The RHOAD submission did not seek to amend any of the built form standards. It 

was therefore accepted, and I agree, that given the nature of the proposed 

house museum that the relevant built form standards in the Central City 

Residential zone should apply.    

25 Mr Blair has included within proposed rule RD3 that the Cultural Facility complies 

with built form standards on height, recession planes, road boundary setbacks, 

internal setbacks and water supply for firefighting. I am unclear as to why rules 

relating to fencing and screening and tree and garden planting were left out.   

26 The effect of including the standards referred to above within rule RD3 is that a 

cultural facility becomes a fully discretionary activity if it does not comply with 

one of those standards, pursuant to Rule D6 (Any other activity that is not listed 

as a permitted, restricted discretionary or non complying activity). This does not 

appear to have been Mr Blair’s intent in his paragraph 10.9 when he discusses 

activity status. A breach of the built form standards is generally a restricted 

discretionary activity. An example of this is rule RD5 in the Commercial Central 

City Business zone which states “Any activity that does not meet one or more of 

the Built Form Standards in 15.8.3 unless otherwise specified”. 

27 In my opinion a simpler solution, and taking into account my comments on 

notification below and those of Mr Clease with regards to assessment matters, 

would be to make a Cultural Facility on 52 Rolleston Avenue a permitted activity 
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under rule 14.16.2.1 and amend rule 14.16.2.3 RD2 (which addresses urban 

design) to refer to the site (this is shown in Appendix 1).  In this way all the 

relevant built form standards can be considered and default to restricted 

discretionary status if breached. While I note Mr Blair considers this approach to 

be contradictory1 it is in my opinion not dissimilar to the approach elsewhere is 

in the pRDP including the Commercial Central City Business zone2.   

28 I note that there appears to be an error within Rule RD1 in Mr Blair’s revised 

provisions. I believe the word “following” should not have been included and 

that the list of rules should follow on from the colon after the words Built Form 

Standards. This would then indicate that these rules are those which will not 

require written approvals and shall not be publicly or limited notified. It would 

also mean that the remaining built form standards relating to height, daylight 

recession planes and minimum building setbacks from internal boundaries were 

included as restricted discretionary if breached but without the non-notification 

and no written approvals provision. These amendments would then align rule 

RD1 with the provisions in the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan – A Liveable 

City.    

Urban Design and Notification  

26 As referred to above an area of disagreement between myself and Mr Blair is in 

regards to whether the urban design rule should include a non-notification and 

no written approvals provision.  

27 Mr Blair’s primary reasoning for not providing a non-notification/no written 

approvals rule is contained in his paragraph  10.10 where he states “the general 

approach in the pRDP on heritage related consent applications in Chapter 9 is not 

to specify non-notification of restricted discretionary activity resource consents 

relating to heritage.” Prior to this in paragraph 10.4 Mr Blair has noted the high 

visual and built amenity and substantial number of heritage items and settings in 

                                                           
1
 Evidence of Scott Blair paragraph 10.14 

2
 Within the Core of the Commercial Central City Business zone the erection of any new buildings; the external 
alteration to any existing buildings; or the use of any part of a site not undertaken in a building; which is 
visible from a public place is a restricted discretionary activity limited to urban design by virtue of rule RD1.  
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the surrounding area and considers that it is important that the design of any 

building on this prominent site takes this context into account.     

28 I find Mr Blair’s reasoning somewhat confusing as a justification. I am unclear 

what Chapter 9, which deals with, amongst other things, heritage items has to do 

with a non-notification provision relating to urban design. Further, the site is not 

a heritage site nor does it form part of the setting for a heritage site. While I 

acknowledge that it is located next to, and adjacent to, heritage sites there is no 

rule in the pRDP that I am aware of which requires the assessment of 

developments on a site which adjoins a listed heritage items.  I note there is a 

rule in the Operative City Plan (Rule 10.1.3.3 (vii)) which requires consent either 

as a restricted discretionary or controlled activity for the erection of any new 

building on a site that adjoins a site containing a listed heritage item in the 

Central City. However, I understand this has not been carried through into the 

pRDP.   

29 Mr Blair’s statement in terms of the Chapter 9 approach also appears to have 

been somewhat overtaken by the latest version of Section 9.3 Historic Heritage 

of that Chapter which is contained in the evidence of Ms Rachlin dated 18 

December 2015. There are in that version some five rules (four controlled and 

one restricted discretion)3 the breaching of which will not require written 

approvals and are not to be publicly or limited notified.    

30 As noted in the evidence of Mrs Wakefield there has already been a high level of 

consultation undertaken regarding the project both by RHOAD, of which I was 

involved in, and by the City Council. Mr Blair also refers to this in his paragraph 

10.10 noting that it was undertaken under the Local Government Act and that of 

the 144 submissions, of which 16 were opposed, none raised notification. 

Despite this he concludes that “on balance and taking into account consistency 

with the rest of the pRDP I think the assessment as to public notification, limited 

notification and written approvals should be made at the time of application 

when the potential effects on these features can be assessed”. 

                                                           
3
 These are Rule 9.3.3.2.2 C1, C2, C3, and C4, and Rule 9.3.3.2.3 RD5. 
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31 I my opinion rather than being consistent with the rest of the pRDP what Mr Blair 

proposes, as detailed below and in the evidence of Mr Clease, is inconsistent 

with other similar rules relating to urban design within the pRDP and in particular 

those proposed for the Central City. In addition, I am unclear as to what the 

reference to “these features” in Mr Blair’s paragraph 10.10 refers too. I can only 

assume he means the heritage buildings in the area but I fail to see how the issue 

of notification in terms on urban design is of any greater relevance in the context 

of this site than it is anywhere else where heritage buildings and items exist. I 

have expanded on this further below.  

32 Within the Central City Residential zone, of which the subject site remains, urban 

design assessment is triggered for a residential development where there are 

three or more residential units; or one or two residential units on a site smaller 

than 300m2 gross site area (Rule 14.16.2.3 RD2). The rule states “any application 

arising from noncompliance with this rule will not require written approvals and 

shall not be limited or publicly notified”. Individual residential units on sites larger 

than 300m2 are not therefore subject to an urban design assessment. Therefore, 

a large residential house or two residential houses could be developed on the 

site without an urban design assessment and importantly without any 

consideration of the context of the surrounding heritage buildings. I note here 

that the Ravenscar Trust proposal is for a large scale house to be used as a 

museum and that that is what the Council has gifted the land for.   

33 Within the Central City Business zone urban design assessment is only required 

for new buildings in the Core and Central City Retail Precinct areas. Again any 

application arising from non-compliance with this rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified.      

34 There are a number of other sites in similar situations to 52 Rolleston Avenue i.e. 

close to heritage buildings and items and in key public areas. Of particular note 

are sites around Cathedral Square (a listed heritage item in itself) and its 

surrounds, which includes seven listed buildings and items.  Development on 

these sites requires an urban design assessment, but as referred to above they 
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will not require written approvals and shall not be limited or publicly notified.  

Another example is the area surrounding Victoria Square where there are a 

number of listed buildings and items. 

35 To complete the picture I note that the adjoining land to the immediate north of 

52 Rolleston Avenue is now proposed to be rezoned as Special Purpose School 

zone which enables education related development4. Proposals within this zone 

would not be subject to any urban design assessment at all i.e. there is no urban 

design rule associated with that zone. 

36 In my view and taking into account the circumstances referred to above the 

specific issue of urban design assessment on this site should be a matter 

between the Council (possibly via its urban design panel) and the applicant just 

as it is for other locations throughout the Central City where urban design 

assessment is required. As referred to by Mr Clease this is a matter that is best 

undertaken by qualified experts.   

37 There is no reasonable justification in my opinion for singling out this particular 

site as having the potential for notification on urban design grounds.  Indeed by 

not providing the same non-notification ability to a Cultural Facility on this site 

(noting that if it were a single residential development on the site it would not 

even be subject to an urban design assessment), it may actually send a signal to 

consent planners that there is something specifically different about the site if it 

is to be developed as a Cultural Facility that warrants notification.    

Assessment Matters 

38 Mr Blair has proposed a specific set of assessments matters for the site some of 

which replicate those contained in the Commercial Central City Business zone. I 

emphasise that the site itself is still within the Central City Residential zone and 

not the Central City Business zone. The built form standards applicable are 

therefore those of the Central City Residential zone.  

                                                           
4
 Evidence of Glenda Dixon, pages 8-9  
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39 In my opinion and having read the evidence of Mr Clease I consider the specific 

assessment matters proposed by Mr Blair are unnecessary, and likely to create 

practical difficulties as Mr Clease describes.  

40 I agree with Mr Clease that the generic Central City Residential zone assessment 

matters for urban design provide a more appropriate set of provisions that cover 

the necessary scope to ensure that a future building design is compatible with 

the site’s context. They also avoid the need to include a specific set of 

assessment matters for a one-off situation, in line with the stream-lined resource 

consenting approach which is sought to be introduced by the pRDP. 

Higher Order Documents            

41 In terms of the Strategic Directions Objectives I agree with Mr Blair that enabling 

the house museum will contribute to achieving Strategic Direction Objectives 

3.3.8, 3.3.9 and 3.3.11. I also consider that the amendments I have proposed in 

relation to non-notification and assessment matters would foster investment 

certainty and reduce the extent and prescriptiveness of controls in line with 

Objective 3.3.2 and the Statement of Expectations.     

42 I also consider that the proposal accords with the Recovery Strategies goals in 

relation to economic recovery, cultural recovery and built environment recovery.   

Section 32 Evaluation and Part II 

43 In terms of s32 I consider the allowance of a cultural facility on 52 Rolleston 

Avenue, with the amendments proposed, better achieves the relevant objectives 

of the pRDP. The changes are a more effective and efficient method and reduce 

the costs involved in the consent process, while the risks are minimal given that 

the issue of importance in urban design would still require consent, be subject to 

assessment on that matter and could be declined or conditioned accordingly. 

44 I do not consider there are any s6 matters of relevance. 
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45 Overall, I consider the proposed amendments better achieve the strategic 

outcomes sought in the relevant higher order planning documents and better 

achieves sustainable management under Part 2 of the RMA. 

 

Dean Chrystal 

14 January 2016 
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Appendix 1 

 

Amendments are bold and underlined 

Amend Rule 14.16.2.1 Permitted Activities as follows: 

 Activity Activity Specific Standard 

P14 Cultural Facility on Lot 2 DP36171, Pt Section 

364, Pt Section 366, Pt Section 368, and Pt 

Lot 14 DP 1003, 52 Rolleston Avenue.  

Nil 

 

Amend Rule 14.16.2.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities as follows: 

 Activity The Councils discretion shall 
be limited to the following 
matters: 

RD2 Any activity involving the erection of new 
buildings and alterations or additions to 
existing buildings, that result in: 

a.  three or more residential units; or 

b.  one or two residential units on a site 
smaller than 300m2 gross site area; or 

c.  a cultural facility on Lot 2 DP36171, Pt 
Section 364, Pt Section 366, Pt Section 
368, and Pt Lot 14 DP 1003, 52 Rolleston 
Avenue;  

 
including all accessory buildings, fences and 
walls associated with that development. 
 
Any application arising from noncompliance 
with this rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be limited or publicly 
notified. 

a. Urban design 14.16.4.11 

 

 

Delete proposed assessment matters 14.16.4.14 Cultural facility at 52 Rolleston 
Avenue. 

 


