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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF LAURA CATHERINE BUTTIMORE 

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. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

6 In my evidence I have found that the Rural Quarry Zone is intended 

to provide a permissive regime for existing established quarry sites.  

7 Outside of the Rural Quarry Zone, any new quarry site will be 

considered under its underlying zoning that will likely provide a 

requirement for a consideration of potential adverse effects through 

a necessary resource consent process.  

8 The proposed deferred Rural Quarry Zoning sought by Fulton Hogan 

will effectively avoid or ‘circumvent’ such a consideration process.  

Deferred zoning has not been subject to a full section 32 evaluation 

and there is uncertainty around the effects of providing for such 

zoning.  

9 In addition, the deferred zoning does not give effect to the relevant 

objectives in Chapter 3 of the proposed Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan (pCRDP).  
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

10 This evidence primarily discusses the deferred rezoning sought by 

Fulton Hogan (submitter number 2455) in relation to the Templeton 

Golf Course, opposite the Waterloo Business Park.   

11 Prior to doing so, it also briefly covers the zoning now not sought by 

Waterloo Park Limited (WPL) in respect of its own quarry site on 

Roberts Road. 

12 In preparing my evidence I have considered the following:  

12.1 the relevant provisions of Chapter 17 of the pCRDP; 

12.2 the relevant national documents and statutory provisions of 

the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

12.3 the relevant section 32 reports; 

12.4 the CRPS; 

12.5 the LURP; 

12.6 the Waterloo Park original submission and further submission 

on Stage 2 of the pCRDP; 

12.7 the further submissions on Waterloo Park Ltd’s original 

submission; 

12.8 the Evidence in Chief of Ms Hogan and Ms Radburnd for the 

Christchurch City Council (CCC), dated  16 October 2015; and 

12.9 the planning evidence of Mr Clease prepared for Waterloo 

Park Limited in earlier pCRDP hearings. 

PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

Waterloo Park background 

13 The Waterloo Park development and history has been outlined in the 

planning evidence of Mr Clease at both the Stage 1 Strategic 

Directions Hearing and the Stage 1 Chapter 15 and 16 Commercial 

and Industrial Hearing.  I do not propose to repeat this detail but by 

way of background I will summarise Waterloo Park Limited and its 

operation.  

14 WPL is developing a new Business Park that is proposed to be 

rezoned Industrial General (with specific provisions relating to the 

site). The site is located on the western periphery of Christchurch 

and comprises of 114 ha of land. It is currently in the early stages of 
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development with earthworks, services and roading currently under 

construction.  

15 The Business Park is intended to provide a mix of industrial (freight 

and logistics) and business (offices) activities.  

16 While the WPL Business Park site is not located within a Rural Zone 

it does adjoin the proposed Rural Urban Fringe Zone to its north and 

south west and a Rural Quarry Zone (Fulton Hogan) along a small 

portion of the north west boundary on the opposite side of Pound 

Road 

17 WPL also own 70 – 80 Roberts Road just north of the Business Park 

site which is proposed to be rezoned Rural Urban Fringe. This site 

has recently obtained resource consent (RMA92025882) to establish 

and operate a gravel quarry. The primary reason for the quarrying 

activity is to supply gravel material for the construction of the 

Business Park site.   

Zoning category for new quarry activities  

18 WPL has provided a submission seeking that its Roberts Road quarry 

site be zoned Rural Quarry. However, through mediation and Ms 

Radburnd’s evidence it has been confirmed that it is CCC’s preferred 

approach to not rezone any new quarry sites as Rural Quarry. The 

Rural Quarry Zone is to be only used for recognising pre-existing 

established quarry sites.  

19 Given the above, it is my understanding that the proposed Rural 

Urban Fringe and Rural Waimakariri Zones have however been 

specifically drafted to provide for quarrying activities as a 

discretionary activity.  This is less onerous than the likely regime 

under the operative District Plan and in her paragraphs 10.11 to 

10.12 Ms Radburnd has outlined the reasons why it is important to 

provide for quarrying activities in the proposed plan as a 

discretionary activity outside of the Rural Quarry Zone.  

20 I agree with Ms Radburnd’s rationale for providing for quarrying 

activities within the Rural Urban Fringe Zone and believe this is an 

appropriate mechanism to managing potential effects associated 

with new quarrying activities.  

21 WPL are satisfied with the CCC position on zoning of new quarry 

activities as Rural Quarry and are accordingly not pursuing the 

submission point seeking the rezoning of its Roberts Road site. 

Fulton Hogan’s deferred ‘zone exchange’  

22 Fulton Hogan are seeking a deferred zone exchange between their 

existing Fulton Hogan Quarry on Pound Road and the Templeton 

Golf Course, located to the south of the Fulton Hogan site.  
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23 The Fulton Hogan quarry is near the end of its life and it is proposed 

that a golf course will be established on its rehabilitated site while 

they continue to quarry on the current golf course site.  

24 The existing Templeton Golf Course is proposed to be zoned Open 

Space Community Park under the pCRDP and is owned by the 

Council.  The Templeton Golf Course is located on the opposite side 

of Pound Road to the Waterloo Business Park site, as shown on the 

map attached in Appendix One.   

25 Whilst I accept the merits of the proposed land exchange/deferred 

rezoning proposal sought by Fulton Hogan I do not believe there is 

sufficient information to appropriately address the benefits and costs 

associated with the rezoning.  

26 I agree with Ms Radburnd in her paragraph 11.26 that the proposed 

deferred zoning tool could result in reduced levels of amenity for the 

golf course site and uncertainty for adjacent landowners.  

27 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.  

28 The potential effects associated with quarrying are well understood 

(e.g. noise, dust and traffic) and without any detail on how the 

quarrying activity will occur or be managed on this golf course site, 

there is uncertainty for WPL as to the extent to which further 

quarrying activities will impact on the adjoining WPL Business park 

site.  In the absence of any consent requirements, a Rural Quarry 

Zoning on the golf course site would more than likely require the 

adjacent landowners (such as WPL), to mitigate any potential 

adverse effects within their own site rather than the mitigation costs 

being borne by the quarry operator.   

29 The potential adverse effects associated with quarrying activities in 

this area are readily apparent from the resource consent hearing for 

WPL’s own Roberts Road quarry site. This resource consent imposes 

a number of conditions which require WPL to internalise any 

potential adverse effects associated with quarrying – through the 

creation of (for example) earth bunds, landscaping, and operational 

constraints.  

30 I accordingly accept the Council’s approach on using the Rural 

Quarry Zone only for existing established quarry activities and 

therefore agree with the permissive regime proposed for the Rural 

Quarry Zone. Given this approach I do not believe it would be 



  5 

 

 

100167640/766786.1 

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.  

31 I also agree with Ms Radburnd that, given the current lack of 

information, the proposed deferred zoning is inconsistent with 

Objective 3.3.1 (b) and 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter of 

the pCRDP (as the deferred zoning does not foster adjacent 

landowner’s investment certainty or provide clarity for plan users). 

32 In addition I also believe the proposed deferred rezoning may be 

inconsistent with objective 3.3.5 of the Strategic Directions chapter 

of the pCRDP. The potential adverse effects associated with a 

quarrying activity opposite the WPL business park is currently 

unknown. However, a permitted quarrying activity could impact on 

WPL and the businesses within the park and their ability to establish 

and prosper.  

33 In addition, I consider it is uncertain whether Objective 3.3.14 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter can be met given the lack of 

information available on the nature of the activity that will occur on 

the Templeton Golf Course site (and whether or not the deferred 

zoning would create conflicts with adjacent zonings and the 

activities provided for in those zonings).  

CONCLUSION 

34 My evidence focuses on deferred zoning sought by Fulton Hogan in 

its submission and the reasons I believe the proposed deferred 

zoning is not an appropriate way to give effect to the objectives 

outlined in the Strategic Directions chapter of the pCDRP.  

35 I believe 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.  

36 This would mean that at the relevant time existing golf course was 

required for quarrying activities; resource consent would need to be 

applied for.  This would give the Council and (if notification 

occurred) affected landowners the appropriate opportunity to 

consider the actual (but currently unknown) effects and the extent 

to which mitigation was required. 
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37 I accordingly agree with the conclusions reached by Ms Radburnd in 

her evidence regarding this deferred zoning matter.  

Dated: 29 October 2015 

 

Laura Catherine Buttimore 

MNZPI  
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ATTACHMENT ONE: PLANNING MAP  
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