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REBUTTAL 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 prepared a number of briefs of evidence for Orion New 

Zealand Limited (Orion) in relation to the corridor protection 

provisions they are seeking across the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (pCRDP). 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. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE  

6 I have read the submitter evidence dated 11 November 2015 

relevant to my area of expertise in relation to the submissions and 

relief sought by Orion. My rebuttal evidence is in response to the 

evidence of the following submitters: 

6.1 Ms Mackenzie for Federated Farmers of New Zealand 

(Federated Farmers); 

 

6.2 Mr Hodgson for Horticulture New Zealand; and 
 

6.3 Ms McLeod for Transpower New Zealand Limited 

(Transpower).  
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7 I rely on the earlier evidence I have given in relation to corridor 

protection provisions sought by Orion and the earlier evidence of Mr 

Watson and Mr Butcher1. 

 

8 In addition to the above, my colleague Ms Lemon has drafted 

planning evidence for Orion on the utilities chapter. This rebuttal 

evidence is intended to align with the relief sought by Ms Lemon and 

provide some background to the corridor protection provisions which 

have been sought across the pCRDP which I have been involved in.  

RESPONSES TO SUBMITTER EVIDENCE 

Federated Farmers – Ms Mackenzie  

9 Ms Mackenzie in her evidence continues to outline her opinion 

around the appropriateness of the Orion corridor protection 

provisions in the pCRDP. Given these issues have been well 

canvassed in earlier evidence, questions from the Panel, and cross 

examination which is before the Hearings Panel for Chapter 8: 

Earthworks and Subdivision and Chapter 17: Rural, I will not repeat 

my opinion here. However, I will briefly cover off the rationale for 

the corridor protection provisions sought in Chapter 11 in relation to 

comments made in Ms Mackenzie’s Chapter 11 Statement of 

evidence.   

10 Ms Mackenzie seeks amendments to Policy 11.1.1.6. I do not 

believe her amendments to (2a) of this policy are necessary as the 

word “environment” recognises and includes existing activities.  

11 Ms Mackenzie seeks an amendment to Policy 11.1.1.6 (2e) to, 

amongst other, things align with the New Zealand Electrical Code of 

Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP34:2001). As outlined 

in earlier evidence by Orion’s witnesses, in some instances 

compliance with the NZECP34:2001 is all that is necessary to avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects on its strategic lines. However, in some 

instances the NZECP34:2001 does not go far enough to provide 

protection. This is particularly the case in relation to buildings 

(including sensitive activities) under the identified strategic lines. 

Therefore a policy with reference to the NZECP34:2001 is not 

appropriate and will not ensure this chapter gives effect to the 

relevant objectives and policies outlined in Chapter 3 of the pCRDP 

and the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).  I agree with 

Ms Lemon’s discussion on Policy 11.1.1.6 in paragraphs 11 and 12 

of her evidence on Chapter 11 dated 17th November.  

                                                           
1
 Evidence of Shane Watson, submitted for the Stage 1 Chapter 14 Residential and 

Chapter 15 &16 Commercial / Industrial hearings, and for the Stage 2 Chapter 8 
Subdivision and Chapter 17 Rural hearings.  Evidence of Geoff Butcher submitted 
for the Stage 2 Chapter 17 Rural hearing. These statements of evidence can be 
accessed at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings  

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearings
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12 Ms Mackenzie has expressed concerns with Rule 11.3.1.1 P15.  This 

rule is included within the utilities chapter as the rules in the zone 

chapters (13 – 21) that relate to the corridor protection sought by 

Orion do not apply in respect of other utilities. Rule 11.3.1.1 P15 will 

only apply to utilities. A utility does not include everyday farming 

activities that Federated Farmers are seeking to protect and 

therefore this rule provision is likely to have little impact on 

Federated Farmers and its members.  

13 However, I have discussed with Mr Watson (Orion’s Asset Manager) 

the importance of clause 2 of the P15 standard and Orion will agree 

to accept the deletion this clause as suggested by Ms Mackenzie. 

Orion believes that in light of the location of their strategic identified 

distribution lines compliance with the NZECP34:2001 is sufficient to 

ensure reverse sensitivity effects are avoided. Attached in 

Appendix 1 to this rebuttal evidence is an amended version of Rule 

11.3.1.1 P15 showing the deletion of Clause 2.  

14 Overall, Ms Mackenzie and I remain in disagreement around the 

protection that should be provided for Orion’s identified strategic 

distribution lines.  

15 I remain of the opinion that the policy framework and rule 

provisions sought by Orion and provided for within Chapter 11 are 

the most appropriate way to ensure the pCRDP gives effect to the 

CRPS and Objective 3.3.12 of the pCRDP. Further discussion on my 

reasons for this are set out in my earlier evidence2.  

Horticulture New Zealand – Mr Hodgson  

16 Mr Hodgson discusses his concerns with the proposed provisions 

that are applicable to Orion assets.3 Mr Hodgson makes reference to 

the relief Horticulture New Zealand sought in Chapter 17. However, 

I do not believe any provisions sought in Chapter 11 in relation to 

Orion’s assets will impact on the rural operation of horticultural 

production listed in 6.6 of Mr Hodgson’s evidence.  

17 As outlined above, Rule 11.3.1.1 P15 relates to other utilities being 

setback from Orion’s identified strategic lines. This provision will not 

impact on horticultural activities unless they fit within the definition 

of a utility which I think is in most cases unlikely. However, if there 

is an instance where horticultural activities do fall within the 

definition of a utility, Rule 11.3.1.1 P15 is only seeking compliance 

with the standards of NZECP34:2001. Therefore Orion is not seeking 

any further restrictions on the use of land other than what is 

currently set out in NZECP34:2001. Compliance of NZECP34:2011 is 

required under the Electricity Act 1992.   

                                                           
2
 See Evidence of Laura Buttimore, 24 April 2015, Chapter 15 and 16 Commercial 

and Industrial hearing.  
3 Evidence of Vance Hodgson, 18 November 2015, at [6.5].  
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18 The evidence of Mr Butcher for Orion in the Chapter 17 hearing 

outlines that there is very little cost on landowners where a rule is 

included in the plan that simply duplicates a requirement under the 

NZECP34:2001. Therefore I do not believe the provisions sought in 

Chapter 11 will provide any additional form of regulation or costs on 

horticultural operations (or any other operation) where they are 

considered a utility and Rule 11.3.1.1 P15 is applicable.  

Transpower – Ms McLeod 

19 Ms McLeod in her evidence seeks an amendment to the ‘electricity 

distribution line corridor’ definition. I am not opposed to Ms 

McLeod’s amendments sought however, upon reflection of this 

definition and the drafting of the corridor protection rules across the 

pCRDP, I believe this definition is no longer necessary.  

20 Orion originally sought this definition to help plan users when 

interpreting the corridor protection provisions across the pCRDP. 

However, the corridor protection provisions do not make reference 

to ‘electricity distribution line corridor’ and therefore I believe this 

definition should be deleted as shown in Appendix 1 below.  This 

will also alleviate Ms Mackenzie’s objection of this definition.  

CONCLUSION 

21 I consider that subject to the minor amendments provided below in 

Appendix 1, the provisions sought by Orion in relation to Chapter 

11 that form part of the blue line version provided by Ms Jenkin for 

CCC, are the most appropriate way to give effect to the CRPS and 

the Strategic Directions chapter of the pCRDP.  

Dated: 23 November 2015 

 

Laura Catherine Buttimore 

MNZPI 
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Appendix 1: Amendments sought to Chapter 11 

Rule 11.3.1.1 (Utilities and Energy) – Permitted Activities - General 

Activity  Activity Specific Standards  

P15 Utilities within 10 
metres of the 
centre line of a 
66kV electricity 
distribution line or 
within 5 metres of 
the centre line of a 
33kV or the 11kV 
Heathcote to 
Lyttelton 
electricity 
distribution line 
 

1. Where the utility complies with the New 
Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for 
Electrical Safe Distances 
(NZECP34:2001).; and 

2.  Where the utility is not for the 
reticulation or storage of water for 
irrigation purposes.  
 

 

Definition: Electricity Distribution Line Corridor 

“means a buffer area around electricity distribution lines, support 

structures and substation operated by a network utility operator. For the 

avoidance of doubt, this applies to Orion New Zealand Limited’s assets 

shown on the planning maps”.  


