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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My name is Laura Catherine Buttimore. 

 

2. I am a Consultant Planner with Resource Management Group Ltd (RMG), 

an urban and environmental planning consultancy, based in Christchurch. 

3. I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Resource and Environmental 

Planning (Honours) from Massey University. I am a Full Member of the New 

Zealand Planning Institute.  

4. I have over six years’ experience as a planner working in local authority and 

private consultancy within New Zealand. Over this time I have prepared and 

processed a variety of resource consents and notice of requirements, as well 

as preparation of, and submissions on Plan Changes. This has included 

preparing and presenting evidence at Council hearings and the Environment 

Court.  

5. I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment 

Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the Code of Conduct in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it while giving oral 

evidence before the Hearing Panel.  Except where I state that I am relying 

on the evidence of another person, this written evidence is 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 in this evidence. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

6. The University of Canterbury and CPIT both play a significant role in the local 

and regional economy. The University is one of New Zealand’s leading 

universities and as of 31 December 2013, it had approximately 12,000 full 

time equivalent students and 1600 full time staff and 1800 part time staff. 

Similarly, CPIT educate some 30,000 students per annum and employ 

approximately 2000 staff. Both tertiary education institutes are key 

employers within Christchurch.  
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7. Both the University and CPIT campuses suffered damage to a number of 

buildings as a result of the Canterbury Earthquakes. Both organisations 

have established a repair and rebuild programme designed to return the 

respective campuses to pre earthquake positions. 

 
8. The majority of both campuses are zoned Cultural 4 in the operative City 

Plan.  

 

9. The evidence of Ms Hanlon from the University of Canterbury includes an 

overview of: 

 

 The critical role of the University within Canterbury; and 

 The importance of student accommodation to the University. 

 

 

10. Within the residential zone the pCRDP, as notified, provides for student 

hostels which are owned and or operated by a secondary or tertiary 

education and research activity that contain less than 10 bedrooms, as a 

restricted discretionary activity.  

 

11. I consider that the pCRDP should provide for small scale student hostel 

accommodation (up to six bedrooms) as a permitted activity within the 

Residential Zones. This would be consistent with other permitted residential 

activities occurring within the Residential Zone.  I believe providing a form of 

student hostel accommodation within the Residential Zones is consistent 

with the policy direction provided within Chapter 3 of the pCRDP. In addition, 

I believe permitted student hostel accommodation within Residential Zones 

is consistent with the Order in Council, the Recovery Plan and the Resource 

Management Act (RMA).  

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

12. The University of Canterbury and CPIT both made submissions and further 

submissions on Chapter 14 of the pCRDP. The submission points raised by 

both parties seek similar outcomes from pCRDP. Given this, and the 

recommendation made by the Hearing Panel at the Residential Pre Hearing 
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to combine witnesses for similar submitters where appropriate, the 

University and CPIT sought to combine expert evidence.  

13. My evidence relates to Chapter 14 of the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (pCRDP).  In my evidence I will discuss the 

following: 

 The University of Canterbury and the CPIT submissions on Chapter 

14 (Residential) of the pCRDP; 

 The relevance of the Recovery Strategy and Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS);  

 An assessment of Chapter 3 of the pCRDP 

 Rezoning of residential land to Cultural 4 Zone (Specific Purpose 

(Tertiary Education) Zone; 

 Education activity definition; 

 Student hostel accommodation;  and 

 The proposed changes to the pCRDP. 

14. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) the relevant provisions of Chapters 14 of the pCRDP; 

(b) the relevant national documents and statutory provisions of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

(c) the relevant section 32 report; 

(d) the CRPS 

(e) the LURP; 

(f) The University of Canterbury and CPIT original submissions and 

further submissions; 

(g) The further submissions on the University and CPIT’s original 

submissions; 
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(h) The Evidence in Chief for the Christchurch City Council (the City 

Council) Mr Blair, dated 12 March 2015; and 

(i) The evidence of Ms Alexandra Hanlon, Director of Learning 

Services, the University of Canterbury, dated 20 March 2015.  

 

15. In my evidence I have relied upon the evidence of Ms Hanlon.     

 

UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY AND CPIT SUBMISSIONS 

 

16. The original submissions lodged by the University and CPIT that relate to 

the Residential Chapter of the pCRDP are relatively confined issues. A 

number of submission points were made on definitions that relate to the 

operation of both tertiary education and research activities. However, the 

University and CPIT are not presenting any evidence on the Chapter 14 

hearing for definitions that relate to activities that occur within the Cultural 4 

Zone.  

 

17. I am of the opinion that evidence on definitions such as education activity, 

and tertiary education and research activity are better left to either a separate 

definitions hearing and or, as part of Phase 2, when the Specific Purpose 

(Tertiary Education) Zone (new Cultural 4 Zone) Chapter is heard.  

 
18. Therefore the submission points on the residential chapter are limited to the 

following: 

 

 Student hostel accommodation; and 

 Rezoning of land proposed to be rezoned Residential Suburban 

Density Transition Zone to Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) 

Zone.  

 
19. The University received further submissions in opposition to their original 

submission, that relate to the Residential Chapter from the Christchurch 

International Airport Limited (CIAL) and Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents 

Association (IURRA). CIAL seek the retention of a restricted discretionary 

activity status for student hostel accommodation within the 50 Ldn dBA 
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Airport Noise Contour. IURRA oppose the amendment sought to the student 

hostel accommodation definition.   

 

20. The University and CPIT further submissions made did not address matters 

that relate to the Residential Chapter.  

 

21. CPIT did not receive any further submissions in opposition to matters that 

relate to the Residential Chapter.  

    

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  

 

22. At the heart of the pCRDP is the City Council’s functions, powers and duties 

under the Resource Management Act (RMA). These duties are realised 

through resource management planning documents, and in this case, the 

CRPS and the pCRDP. 

 

23. The pCRDP, including Chapter 14, are also informed by the Recovery 

Strategy, the Land Use Recovery Plan (2013) (the LURP), the Economic 

Recovery Programme for Greater Christchurch (Economic Recovery 

Programme) and the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan) Order 2014 (the Order in Council).  

 

The Recovery Strategy 

 

24. The Recovery Strategy sets out a way forward for the recovery and rebuild 

of Greater Christchurch. The Recovery Strategy identifies six components 

of recovery with each component identifying goals and programmes to 

achieve those goals. The six components include: 

 

 Leadership and integration; 

 Economic recovery; 

 Social recovery; 

 Cultural recovery; 

 Built environment; and 

 Natural environment.  
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25. Each identified component provides a programme with its own identified 

framework.  

 

Economic Recovery Programme 

 

26. The Economic Recovery Programme identifies twenty key economic 

recovery projects. Tertiary Education is listed as project number 5 and 

states: 

 

“realign the tertiary education sector to support the wider economy by 

making smart reinvestments so that universities and other tertiary education 

institutions contribute fully to Greater Christchurch’s longer term economic 

development”  

 

27. This Programme highlights the importance of tertiary education to economic 

recovery of Christchurch. The programme outlines way to achieve recovery 

through investment in tertiary education.  

 

28. The Economic Programme provides an implementation tool to achieve one 

component of the Recovery Plan.  

 
 

The Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan  

 

Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) 

 

29. Chapter 3, Strategic Directions, provides the ‘overarching direction’ for the 

pCRDP. The recent decision version of Chapter 3 recognises the importance 

of rebuilding, economic prosperity and education activities within the 

Christchurch District.   

 

30. Chapter 3 provides two key objectives which the remainder of the chapter 

and the entire pCRDP must be consistent with objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. 

Objective 3.3.1 is to ‘enable recovery and facilitating the future enhancement 
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of the district’, while objective 3.3.2 is provided for clarity of language and 

efficiency. Objective 3.3.1 outlines the need to provide housing to meet the 

community needs and objective 3.3.2 highlights the need to reduce the 

reliance on the resource consent process. I believe a permitted activity 

provision for student hostels of up to six bedrooms within the Residential 

Zones is consistent with these two key objectives.  

 
31. In addition, objective 3.3.11 for community facilities and education activities 

states: 

 

(a) the expedited recovery and establishment of community facilities and 

education activities in existing and planned urban areas to meet the 

needs of the community; and 

(b) the co-location and shared use of facilities between different groups 

is encouraged 

  

32. This objective further highlights the importance of education activities to 

Christchurch City.  

 
 

Rezoning of residential land 

33. Both the University and CPIT lodged submissions seeking that land 

proposed to be rezoned Residential Suburban Density and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone (as part of Phase 1) be rezoned Cultural 

4/Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone. The difficulty with this 

submission point is that the Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone is 

not being considered as part of Phase 1. However, advice from the Hearings 

Panel at the Pre Hearing Conference confirmed that submissions on Phase 

1 rezoning should be heard as part of Phase 1. This was further confirmed 

by counsel for Christchurch City Council (CCC) in response to a 

memorandum that was filed on behalf of the University and CPIT seeking 

that this rezoning relief is deferred until Phase 2 of the pCRDP.  

34. The evidence of Mr Blair from CCC provides a discussion on some land 

seeking to be rezoned and the implications this will have on residential 
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development. Mr Blair addresses 35 Hassals Lane (Seven Oaks) in 

paragraph 15.31 of this evidence. This land is currently owned by CPIT, and 

CPIT seek to have this rezoned to Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) 

Zone. Mr Blair confirms this land is proposed to be rezoned Specific Purpose 

(Tertiary Education) Zone in the draft Phase 2 Specific Purpose Chapter and 

that he has no concern with this land being rezoned. I agree with Mr Blair’s 

position. In addition, I consider that given its use it is more appropriate to be 

rezoned as proposed by the Phase 2 draft Specific Purpose Chapter.  

35. Mr Blair in his evidence did not address the properties that the University 

sought to have rezoned from Residential to Specific Purpose (Tertiary 

Education) Zone. However, the draft Phase 2 Specific Purpose Chapter 

identifies all of the properties the University sought to have rezoned as 

Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone, except for a few properties 

located on the corner of Clyde Road and Kirkwood Avenue (4, 10 and 12 

Kirkwood Avenue and 27 and 29 Clyde Road). It is intended that the 

University will deal with the detail of this rezoning through the Specific 

Purpose Chapter process.  

36. I consider that it would be more appropriate to consider this rezoning as part 

of Phase 2 of the pCRDP, when a better understanding the proposed policy 

and rule framework for the Specific Purpose (Tertiary Education) Zone is 

available. Accordingly, the University and CPIT are not seeking any specific 

relief on this rezoning matter as part of the Residential Chapter.  

Education activity  

37. As outlined above, I do not propose to provide any evidence on definitions 

of activities that occur within the current Cultural 4 Zone. However, Mr Blair 

in his evidence seeks to amend the ‘education activity’ definition. Mr Blair 

recommends the deletion of residential accommodation from this definition. 

Whilst I accept Mr Blair’s reasoning for this deletion in relation to the 

Residential Zones. I consider that this definition extends beyond the 

Residential Zones and I believe that accommodation in many instances 

forms a crucial part of an education activity, and not just tertiary education 

activities.  
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38. Provided that this definition remains as notified and is not related to the 

‘tertiary education and research activities’ definition this amendment sought 

by Mr Blair does not affect the University and CPIT. Therefore no changes 

to this definition are being sought.   

 

Student hostel accommodation 

 
39. The definition of student hostel accommodation is provided in the pCRDP 

for the purposes of calculating car parking space requirements. The 

University and CPIT’s submission on this definition will dealt with through the 

Transport Chapter of the pCRDP.  

 

40. The Residential Chapter provides a rule framework for student hostels within 

the Residential Zones. The University and CPIT are supportive of providing 

a rule framework that supports the establishment of student accommodation 

given the large shortfall of student accommodation within Christchurch. The 

demand for student hostel accommodation is described in more detail by Ms 

Hanlon in her evidence.  

 
41. The Residential Chapter as notified provides for student hostels as a 

restricted discretionary activity in the Residential Suburban Zone (Rule 

14.2.2.3), Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone (Rule 14.2.2.3) and 

Medium Density Zone (Rule 14.3.2.3). The rule currently states that: 

 
“student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing less than 10 bedrooms”. 

 

42. I consider that the drafting of this rule provision as a restricted discretionary 

activity is very reliant on the resource consent process as a means of 

achieving environmental outcomes. I believe in order to be consistent with 

the permitted activity rule provisions that provide for residential units a 

permitted activity standard should be provided for student hostels that 

contain six bedrooms or less. 

 

43. The use of the term ‘student hostels’ in the restricted discretionary activity 

rule is not defined. However, I consider that student flats that are owned by 

the University or are, for example, provided by a third party through 
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contractual relationships, could be caught by these rules. I do not believe 

dwellings owned by the University and rented out to students should be 

required to obtain resource consent. 

 
44. I therefore recommend that a permitted activity standard rule is inserted into 

the pCRDP Residential Zones so that it provides for student hostels that 

contain six bedrooms or less. The drafting of this rule is shown in Appendix 

1 and outlines each relevant zone the rule would apply too. Given the 

proposed permitted activity standard I believe a restricted discretionary 

activity should remain, but rather than refer to anything less than 10 

bedrooms I believe it should refer to anything more than six bedrooms, as 

shown in Appendix 1.  

 
45. The University and CPIT have both outlined that it is unlikely that large scale 

student hostel accommodation will be established in a residential zone. I 

acknowledge that the amendments being sought to the student hostel 

provisions would mean that anything greater than six bedrooms in size would 

be a restricted discretionary activity. However, I believe any potential 

adverse effects associated with a large scale student hostel in a residential 

zone will be managed through not only the student hostel rule framework, 

but bulk and location, noise and traffic and transport associated provisions. 

Therefore I consider the restricted discretionary activity provision sought for 

student hostel accommodation is sufficient to manage any potential adverse 

effects.  

 
46. Mr Blair in his evidence acknowledges that some Residential Zones provide 

for up to 6 bedrooms as a permitted activity. Whilst, Mr Blair does not 

propose any changes to the student hostel provisions in the pCRDP, it 

appears from my reading of his evidence, that he is not opposed to this 

amendment.  

 
47. I have believe the amendments to the student hostel provisions as shown in 

Appendix 1, ensure consistency with residential development across 

Christchurch. The permitted activity provision sought for student hostels is 

consistent with the provisions for residential units.  
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48. I believe the amendments to the relevant provisions of the pCRDP are 

consistent with the relevant objectives set out in Chapter 3 of the pCRDP. 

 
 

CONCLUSION 

 

49. I consider that the relief sought from the University and CPIT that seeks to 

amend the student hostel provisions in the Residential Zones is appropriate. 

I believe the changes sought, as shown in Appendix 1 is consistent with the 

objectives set out in Chapter 3 of the pCRDP.  

 

 
50. I believe the policy direction provided in the Recovery Strategy and the 

Economic Recovery Programme clearly highlights the importance of tertiary 

education in the rebuild and recover of Christchurch. Whilst, I acknowledge 

that the majority of the tertiary education activities occur outside of the 

residential zones, I believe it is important that the residential areas provide 

for small scale student accommodation as of right.  

 
 

 

 

Laura Buttimore 

25 March 2015 
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Appendix 1: Amendments sought to the pCRDP  

 

Amendment 1 to Residential Suburban Zone and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone: 

Add an additional permitted activity provision within Rule 14.2.2.1 to read: 

P25 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing 6 bedrooms or less.”  

 

Amendment 2 to Medium Density Zone: Add an additional permitted activity provision within Rule 

14.3.2.1 to read: 

P18 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing 6 bedrooms or less.”  

 

Amendment 3 to New Neighbourhood Zone: Add an additional permitted activity provision within 

Rule 14.6.2.1 to read: 

P15 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing 6 bedrooms or less.” 

 

Amendment 4 to Residential Suburban Zone and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone: 

Reword restricted discretionary activity RD2 of Rule 14.2.2.3 to read: 

RD2 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing less more than 6 10 bedrooms.”  
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Amendment 5 to Medium Density Zone: Reword restricted discretionary activity RD3 of Rule 14.3.2.3 

to read: 

RD3 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education and 

research activity containing less more than 6 10 bedrooms.” 

 

Amendment 6 to New Neighbourhood Zone: Reword restricted discretionary activity RD2 of Rule 

14.6.2.3 to read: 

RD2 “Student hostels owned or operated by a secondary or tertiary education 

and research activity containing less more than 6 10 bedrooms.” 

 

 

 
 


