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INTRODUCTION  

 

1. My full name is Penelope Helen Lemon.  I am a Resource Management Planner at 

Resource Management Group in Christchurch.    

 

2. I confirm that I have appeared before the Hearings Panel in relation to Stage 1 and 2 

matters of the proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pCRDP).  My 

qualifications and experience are recorded in the statement of evidence I presented 

on behalf of Orion New Zealand Limited for the Stage 1 Natural Hazards hearing1. 

 

3. I have been asked to provide planning evidence on behalf of the University of 

Canterbury (UC) (#2464) and the Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of Technology 

(CPIT) (#2269), for Chapter 21.7 of the pCRDP, the Specific Purpose (Tertiary 

Education) Zone (SPTE Zone).  

 

4. The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while preparing 

my statement of evidence are: 

(a) the statements of evidence of David Falconer, Glenda Dixon and Josephine 

Schroder for the Christchurch City Council, dated 5 October 2015 (Mr 

Falconer) and 6 October 2015 (Ms Dixon and Ms Schroder); 

(b) the ‘green-line’ version of the SPTE Zone Chapter, dated 14 October 2015; 

(c) the statements of evidence of Roderick Carr, Michael Oliver and Edward Jolly 

for the University of Canterbury, all dated 15 October 2015; 

(d) the Hearing Panel's decisions on the Strategic Directions Chapter and 

Transport Chapter; and  

(e) the notified version of the SPTE Zone Chapter 21.7, the Definitions Chapter 2 

and General Rules Chapter 6.  

 

CODE OF CONDUCT 

 

5. I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied with the practice note 

when preparing my written statement of evidence.  

 

                                                
1
 Available at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-5-natural-hazards under the heading ‘Submitter Evidence’. 

 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-5-natural-hazards


   
 

6. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area 

of expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might 

alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

7. My evidence relates to the submissions made by UC and CPIT on the SPTE Zone, 

and the associated definition of ‘site’.  It is limited to those matters which remain in 

contention following mediation which took place on 12 October 2015 and Council’s 

green-line version (dated 14 October 2015).     

 

8. The remaining matters of contention for UC are: 

- Objective 21.7.1.1 – Tertiary Education and Research Activities; 

- Policy 21.7.1.1.1(a) - Tertiary Education and Research Activities and Amenity 

and Character of the Surrounding Environment; 

- Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P1 – Ancillary Accommodation, Entertainment and Retailing; 

- Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P4 – Use of Student Accommodation; 

- Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2 – Sale or Supply of Alcohol at Dovedale; 

- Rule 21.7.2.3.1 – Site Coverage; 

- Rule 21.7.2.3.3 – Road Boundary Setback; 

- Rule 21.7.2.3.4 – Internal Boundary Setback; 

- Rule 21.7.2.3.5 – Stepped Height;  

- Rule 21.7.2.3.6(b) – Landscaping (neighbours approval); 

- New rules – Water Supply for Fire Fighting; and 

- Definition of ‘site’. 

 

9. The remaining matters of contention for CPIT are: 

 Objective 21.7.1.1 – Tertiary Education and Research Activities; 

 Policy 21.7.1.1.1(a) - Tertiary Education and Research Activities and Amenity 

and Character of the Surrounding Environment; 

 Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P1 – Ancillary Accommodation, Entertainment and Retailing; 

 Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P4 – Use of Student Accommodation; 

 Rule 21.7.2.3.3 – Road Boundary Setback; 

 Rule 21.7.2.3.4 – Internal Boundary Setback; 

 Rule 21.7.2.3.5 – Stepped Height;  

 Rule 21.7.2.3.6(b) – Landscaping (neighbours approval); 



   
 

 New rules – Water Supply for Fire Fighting; and 

 Definition of ‘site’. 

 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY AND CHRISTCHURCH POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 

OF TECHNOLOGY AND THE SPTE ZONE 

 

10. The UC and CPIT are the prominent tertiary education institutions in Christchurch, 

both in terms of numbers of students and staff and scale of facilities.  The SPTE 

Zone applies to the UC campus and the CPIT Sullivan Avenue and Hassals Lane 

campus.  The CPIT’s City campus, which is the main campus, is located in the 

Central City SPTE Zone, which will be considered through Stage 3.  

 

11. In his evidence, Dr Carr describes the tertiary education and research activities 

undertaken at UC and the ancillary administrative, cultural, communal, 

accommodation, retailing, recreation and entertainment activities and facilities.  He 

outlines the spatial extent of the UC campus and the critical role of UC in the 

Canterbury Region.  Dr Carr also provides an overview of UC’s extensive earthquake 

rebuild and repair program, and the need to decant and relocate activities within the 

campus.  Dr Carr outlines that there is a degree of urgency to complete the rebuild 

program, not only to meet UC’s commitments to Government funding, but also to 

ensure that UC maintains its position as an internationally recognised University – to 

attract both students and staff.  

 

12. The CPIT is one of New Zealand’s largest tertiary institutions, educating 

approximately 30,000 students per year and employing approximately 2,000 staff.  

The CPIT has two key campus facilities in Christchurch; being the City Campus 

(Madras Street) and the Sullivan Avenue Campus located in Opawa.  CPIT also 

owns land at Hassals Lane, Opawa.  The Hassal’s Lane site is temporarily occupied 

by an independent school, and CPIT is currently considering its long term plan for the 

site.   

 

13. The Sullivan Avenue campus is the Trades Campus, known as the CPIT Trades.  It 

provides a range of tertiary education and research activities and ancillary activities, 

including ancillary administration functions.  By and large, CPIT’s ancillary 

administrative, cultural, communal, accommodation, retailing, recreation and 

entertainment activities are undertaken on the City Campus.  CPIT suffered 

moderate damage to a number of buildings as a result of the Canterbury 



   
 

Earthquakes.  It has an extensive repair and rebuild programme designed to return 

the respective campuses to pre-quake positions. 

 

EVIDENCE 

 

Objective 21.7.1.1 – Tertiary Education and Research Activities 

 

14. At mediation Bryce Carter (#2211) noted issue with the wording of Objective 

21.7.1.1, in the redline version of Ms Dixon’s evidence (which has been carried 

through in the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015).  I understand that the 

issue relates to the removal of the reference to mitigating adverse effects (of the use 

of education facilities) on the amenity of adjoining zones.  I understand that this 

matter will be further discussed by Ms Dixon and Mr Carter outside of mediation. 

 

15. Irrespective of the discussions between Ms Dixon and Mr Carter, I consider that the 

wording of Objective 21.7.1.1, as set out in the redline version of Ms Dixon’s 

evidence (and carried through in the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015), 

appropriately balances the efficient use and growth of tertiary education and research 

activities, while having regard to the amenity and character of the surrounding 

environment.  This objective is implemented through Policy 21.7.1.1.1, which enables 

the development of tertiary education and research activities and facilities while 

minimising adverse effects on the amenity of the surrounding environment.  In my 

view, the reference to mitigating adverse effects on the amenity of adjoining zones is 

inherent in Objective 21.7.1.1 and Policy 21.7.1.1.1, and does not need to be 

specifically referenced. 

 

Policy 21.7.1.1.1(a) - Tertiary Education and Research Activities and Amenity and Character 

of the Surrounding Environment 

 

16. At mediation Mr Carter (#2211) also noted issue with the wording of Policy 

21.7.1.1.1(a), in the redline version of Ms Dixon’s evidence (which has been carried 

through in the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015).  I understand that the 

issue relates to the deletion of the list of potential effects.  Like Objective 21.7.1.1, I 

understand that this matter will be further discussed by Ms Dixon and Mr Carter 

outside of mediation. 

 



   
 

17. Irrespective of the discussions between Ms Dixon and Mr Carter, I consider that the 

reference to ‘neighbourhood amenity’ within the policy, removes the need for 

potential effects to be listed.  While the listed matters provide guidance on potential 

effects on neighbourhood amenity, they are not a conclusive list.  In my view, the list 

of potential adverse effects does not need to be included in the policy to effectively 

implement Objective 21.7.1.1.   

 

Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P1 – Ancillary Accommodation, Entertainment and Retailing 

 

18. Toni Carter (#2211) and the Ilam Upper Riccarton Residents Association (IURRA) 

(#2180) seek to delete ‘accommodation’, ‘retailing’ and ‘entertainment facilities’ from 

the permitted activity rule and to insert a new discretionary activity rule for ‘ancillary 

accommodation, retailing, and entertainment facilities’.  I agree with Ms Dixon, that 

the submissions, in effect, seek to narrow the definition of ‘tertiary education and 

research activity’, to delete the reference to those ancillary activities. 

 

19. The proposed definition of ‘tertiary education and research activity’ in Chapter 2 lists 

ancillary activities, including accommodation, retailing, and entertainment.  I consider 

that the reference to the term ancillary means that those activities must be 

associated with, and secondary to, the provision of teaching or training and/or related 

research or commercial research and laboratories.  Ancillary accommodation, 

retailing and entertainment activities form an integral part of the UC and CPIT 

functions and are common place in tertiary education institutions throughout New 

Zealand.  I agree with Ms Dixon, that the scale of accommodation, retail and 

entertainment activities able to be undertaken as permitted activities in the SPTE 

Zone is limited by the fact that it must be ancillary.  Any activities which are not 

ancillary require resource consent as a non-complying activity under Rule 21.7.2.2.4 

NC1. 

 

20. Ms Carter and the IURRA also seek to restrict the residents in accommodation, and 

patrons of entertainment and retailing activities, to staff and students.  UC and CPIT 

oppose this on the basis that a rule of this nature is difficult to implement and is 

unnecessarily restrictive.  I agree with Ms Dixon, that it is sufficient to rely on the 

definition of ‘tertiary education and research activities’ which lists those activities as 

ancillary, and on the package of SPTE Zone built form standards and the general 

city-wide rules which control the effects such as noise.  

 



   
 

Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P4 – Use of Student Accommodation 

21. UC and CPIT seek a permitted activity rule to enable the use of student 

accommodation by third parties.  This rule would only apply during times when the 

accommodation is not required by the tertiary education and research provider, such 

as during semester breaks.  I understand that the use of student accommodation at 

UC by third parties such as conferences and sports teams has occurred in the past.  I 

also understand that CPIT currently has no student accommodation within the SPTE 

Zone, but that this could occur within the lifetime of the Plan.    

 

22. In her evidence, Ms Dixon considers that the wording of the proposed rule as set out 

in the submissions is too wide, and on reflection, I agree.  For that reason, UC and 

CPIT propose to limit the period of time for each stay to no more than 30 days.  It is 

their view that a period of up to 30 days would adequately provide for conferences, 

sports teams training or tournaments, or for use during a natural disaster.  In my 

view, as student accommodation could occur year round as of right, I do not consider 

it necessary to limit the scale (number of persons) at any one time; this is restricted 

by the number of beds available. 

 

23. I consider that the use of student accommodation by third parties is an efficient use 

of accommodation facilities, which would otherwise lie empty.  For this reason I 

believe that there are parallels between this activity and the community use of tertiary 

education and research facilities, which is permitted in the SPTE Zone under Rule 

21.7.2.2.1 P2. 

 

24. Like community use of tertiary education and research facilities, the accommodation 

activities would be subject to the general city-wide rules of the Plan, including noise 

standards.  As these activities will occur during periods when the accommodation is 

not required by the tertiary education provider, it is likely that car parking spaces will 

be available on campus.  In my view, the adverse effects of utilising student 

accommodation by third parties is limited to behavioural issues of those third parties, 

and the District Plan has little control of these matters.   

 
25. I have undertaken a brief Section 32 evaluation to determine the most appropriate 

mechanism to provide for third party use of student accommodation, this is attached 

as Appendix 2.  In my view, a permitted activity rule is appropriate for the use of 

student accommodation by third parties, as the adverse effects are able to be 



   
 

controlled without resource consent.  A permitted activity rule in the pCRDP will 

provide certainty for these activities to occur.  On that basis, I have proposed 

permitted activity Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P5, contained in Appendix 2, for the Panel’s 

consideration. 

 

Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2 – Sale or Supply of Alcohol at Dovedale 

 

26. UC opposes the non-complying activity status for the sale and supply of alcohol at 

Dovedale between 11pm and 7am, under Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2.  This opposition is 

based on duplication with General City Rule 6.9.2.2.3 which applies to the sale and 

supply of alcohol between 11pm and 7am on all ‘sites’ (as defined by Chapter 2) 

located within 75m of a Residential Zone (as a restricted discretionary activity).  

27. In her evidence, Ms Dixon interprets the General City Rule 6.9.2.2.3 only applies to 

land within 75m of a Residential Zone, and therefore not the whole of Dovedale 

Campus.  I disagree with this interpretation.  In my view, aside from activity status, 

the distinction between Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2 and General City Rule 6.9.2.2.3, 

relevant to UC, is that the General City Rule does not apply to the sale or supply of 

alcohol to any person residing on the premises.  The term ‘premises’ is not defined in 

Chapter 2, and it is not clear whether this applies to persons residing on the ‘site’.  I 

consider that the fact that the term ‘site’ and ‘premises’ are used in the rule, suggests 

that there is a distinction between the terms, and that the exemption is targeted at 

activities where person’s reside on premises, such as a residential activity or 

homestay.  In my view, UC would not be exempt from the General City Rule and 

would require resource consent for the sale and supply of alcohol between 11pm and 

7am anywhere on campus as a restricted discretionary activity.     

 

28. The UC submission notes that the sale and supply of alcohol is also considered 

through alcohol licensing.  The UC, recognises that there is a difference between 

alcohol licensing and land use planning controls and does not suggest that there is a 

“double up” between District Plan requirements and Council’s Provisional Local 

Alcohol Policy.   

 

29. Jennifer Melton (#2549), Helen and Allan Cook (#2550), Lynette Hardie Wills 

(#2551), Mark and Susan Shepard (#2096.1), Toni Carter (#2211) and the IURRA 

(#2180) seek the sale of alcohol at Dovedale as a prohibited activity, regardless of 

the time of day.  I understand from mediation, that the submissions of the IURRA and 



   
 

Ms Carter are founded on potential activities which may be developed on the 

Dovedale Campus as a result of the Dovedale redevelopment.  As detailed by Dr 

Carr, UC are in the process of developing a masterplan for the whole campus and, at 

the time of writing, no decisions have been made on the future use of the Dovedale 

Campus.  Dr Carr details that UC would like the flexibility to be able to sell or supply 

alcohol after 11pm, such as at a performance venue, at an event or at a restaurant or 

café on site.  In my view, prohibited activity status is used sparingly in a land use 

planning context and is typically reserved for those activities which are at significant 

odds with the objectives of the Plan.  In my view, this is not the case for the sale of 

alcohol at Dovedale.  

30. In my view, a non-complying activity status, as proposed by Council, signals that an 

activity would be generally inappropriate in a particular location. Aside from the 

interpretation of the 75m control, it is unclear why Council propose the site specific 

non-complying activity control on the Dovedale Campus.  In my view, the sale and 

supply of alcohol at Dovedale is sufficiently controlled by General City Rule 6.9.2.2.3, 

and the associated matters of discretion.  In my view, the matters of discretion are 

comprehensive.  The General City Rule does not preclude limited or public 

notification, should Council consider that notification is warranted for a particular 

activity, and as a restricted discretionary activity, Council have the ability to approve 

or decline an application.  For these reasons, I consider that General City Rule 

6.9.2.2.3 is able to be relied upon and Rule 21.7.2.2.4 NC2 is able to be deleted.  

 

Rule 21.7.2.3.1(c) – Site Coverage 

 

31. Toni Carter (#2211) and the IURRA (#2180) seek to amend the site coverage at 

Dovedale Campus from 45% to 40%.  They also seek an additional standard limiting 

site coverage to 40% within 40m of a road or zone boundary at the Dovedale 

Campus.  Similarly, Anne Heins (#2109) seeks no increase in permeable area at UC.  

These submissions are opposed by UC (#2822). 

 

32. A site coverage calculation undertaken by Innovo Group for UC in May 2014 show 

that the site coverage is 37% at Dovedale campus.  This site coverage calculation is 

attached as Appendix 3.  This calculation included the ‘Dovedale Village’, a 

temporary village approved through an Order in Council, which is now subject to the 

temporary earthquake activity provisions of Chapter 6. 

 



   
 

33. Unlike site coverage in other zones, site coverage in the SPTE Zone applies to 

buildings, and to impervious surfaces used for parking and access.  As detailed in Dr 

Carr’s evidence, the masterplan for Dovedale has not been finalised (at the time of 

writing).  I agree with Dr Carr that an increase in site coverage to 45% provides UC 

with scope for the redevelopment of the Dovedale Campus. 

 

34. With regard to the proposed site coverage limit within 40m of site boundaries, I 

consider that the interface between bulk and location of buildings and sealed access 

and parking areas on Dovedale Campus and the surrounding area are appropriately 

controlled by road and internal boundary setbacks, the landscaping requirements and 

the recession plane on internal boundaries.  In my view, a rule limiting site coverage 

in proximity to site boundaries is not necessary, and is unduly onerous.  I agree with 

Ms Dixon, that Rule 21.7.2.3.1(c), as notified (and contained in the green-line 

version, dated 14 October 2015), is appropriate.  

 

Rule 21.7.2.3.3 – Road Boundary Setback 

 

35. UC and CPIT agree with the deletion to road boundary setback Rule 21.7.2.3.3 and 

addition to landscaping Rule 21.7.2.3.6(a), as set out in the green-line version (dated 

14 October 2015).  This reflects the position agreed by UC and CPIT with Council at 

mediation.  This was contested at mediation by IURRA (#2180) and Mr Carter 

(#2211).  These submitters seek that parking areas at Dovedale Campus be setback 

15m from road boundaries.   

 

36. As detailed in the evidence of Mr Jolly, car parking within 15m of a road boundary is 

appropriate at Dovedale Campus.  In his view a 5m landscaping strip will 

appropriately mitigate any adverse effects along the road boundary.  For that reason, 

I consider that the amendments to Rule 21.7.2.3.3 and Rule 21.7.2.3.6(a) in the 

green-line version (dated 14 October 2015) are appropriate.  

 

Rule 21.7.2.3.4 – Internal Boundary Setback 

 

37. Toni Carter (#2211) and the IURRA (#2180) seek to amend the minimum internal 

boundary setback from 6m to 15m (Carter) and 35m (IURRA) and to amend the rule 

to include car parking areas (as well as buildings).  These submissions are opposed 

by UC (#2180) and CPIT (#2769). 

 



   
 

38. In her evidence, Ms Schroder considers that the 15m setback sought by Ms Carter is 

onerous and that the combination of the 6m boundary setback and the recession 

plane will mitigate the adverse effects of activities on the amenity of neighbouring 

properties.  I consider that the same rationale would apply in respect of the 

submission of the IURRA.  Mr Jolly agrees with Ms Schroder, that the combination of 

internal boundary setback, height and recession planes will mitigate effects on 

adjoining properties.  For that reason, I consider that Rule 21.7.2.3.4, as notified (and 

contained in the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015), is appropriate. 

 

Rule 21.7.2.3.5 – Stepped Height 

 

39. The redline version in Ms Dixon’s evidence deletes the stepped height regime and 

inserts road boundary recession planes requirements in Rule 21.7.2.3.2(b) for UC’s 

‘East of Ilam Road’ campus and CPIT’s ‘Hassals Lane’ campus (this has been 

carried in to the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015).  These amendments 

reflect Ms Schroder’s evidence and the expert conferencing between Ms Schroder 

and Mr Jolly.   

 

40. At mediation, Council’s approach was agreed to by UC and CPIT, however upon 

further consideration, UC seek to exempt the Ilam Road road boundary from the 

recession plane requirement.  Mr Jolly’s evidence sets out that this is because the 

land to the west of Ilam Road is UC campus.  I have drafted an amendment to Rule 

21.7.2.3.2(b), in Appendix 4, for the Panel’s consideration.   

 
41. The removal of the stepped height regime was contested by Mr Carter and the 

IURRA at mediation.  This position aligns with the submissions made by Ms Carter 

(#2211) and the IURRA (#2180) which seek an increased step distance for the 

stepped height rule at Dovedale Campus. 

 

42. In her evidence, Ms Schroder considers that a blanket height limit in combination with 

a recession plane will mitigate the adverse effects of buildings on residential amenity.  

In his evidence, Mr Jolly agrees, but notes the rule for recession plane is not required 

on the Ilam Road road boundary.   

 

43. For these reasons, I consider that it is appropriate to retain Rule 21.7.2.3.5 as set out 

in the redline version of Ms Dixon’s evidence (and carried in to the green-line version, 



   
 

dated 14 October 2015), and to amend Rule 21.7.2.3.2(b) (recession planes), to 

reflect the wording set out in Appendix 4. 

 

Rule 21.7.2.3.6(b) – Landscaping (neighbours’ approval) 

 

44. The redline version of Ms Dixon’s evidence includes an amendment to landscaping 

Rule 21.7.2.3.6(b) which enables a reduction in the number of trees required to be 

planted along a Residential Zone boundary, with the “adjoining owner’s written 

approval” (this is carried in to the green-line version, dated 14 October 2015).  I 

recognise the intent of this rule and support Ms Dixon’s identification of potential 

adverse effects which can arise from trees located on a neighbouring property.  I 

acknowledge that the UC and CPIT are agreeable to this rule, however I consider 

that process issues may arise.  I question how this rule will work in practice, as it is 

not clear what is a “lesser rate” and who determines this; who will identify the 

“adjoining owners”; and what form of “written approval” is required.   

 

New Rules – Water Supply for Fire Fighting 

 

45. The green-line version (dated 14 October 2015) includes a built form rule, restricted 

discretionary rule and matters of discretion relating to water supply for fire fighting, as 

sought by The Crown (#2387). Like Ms Dixon, I agree with the merits of this rule, and 

I consider that the outstanding issue relates to whether the rule is located in Chapter 

6 General City Rules, or in the SPTE Zone rules.   

 

46. I consider that if there is an opportunity to reduce the duplication of rules through the 

location of a single rule in Chapter 6, then this should be pursued.  This reflects the 

Statement of Expectations and Objective 3.3.2 of Strategic Directions.  However, in 

the same vein, I do not object to the rule being located in the SPTE Zone if this is the 

preferred approach of the Panel.   

 

47. I understand that this is a matter across a number of zones and is not limited to the 

SPTE Zone.  I understand from Ms Dixon’s evidence that this matter will be 

considered in Stage 3 as a part of the General Rules hearing. 

 

 

 

 



   
 

Definition of ‘Site’ 

 

48. In his evidence, Mr Falconer rejects UC and CPIT’s submissions on the definition of 

site.  As notified, the definition considers that all land used by a tertiary education and 

research provider shall be considered as one site, with the exception of built form 

standards and general city-wide standards.  UC and CPIT seek to remove the 

exception for general city-wide standards, so that these standards are applied across 

the UC campus and CPIT campus.  As noted in Mr Falconer’s evidence, this has 

particular implications for car parking at UC.  Currently, this definition is not a 

significant issue for CPIT, as its campus are geographically separated, and the 

general city-wide standards are unlikely to be applied across the site.  However it is a 

consideration for future development which may occur within the life of the Plan. 

  

49. UC operates as one site and geographically the land is adjoining, as defined by 

Chapter 2, as it is separated only by Ilam and Waimairi Roads. The tertiary education 

and research activities, and ancillary activities, occur, and interchange across the 

three campuses.  This is particularly so given the repair and rebuild program, as 

detailed by Dr Carr, and the need to decant and relocate activities to available 

facilities within the UC site.  Given the repair and rebuild program, this fluidity is 

foreseeable for the life of the Plan. 

 

50. The car parking requirements in Chapter 7 (which are operative) for the SPTE Zone, 

apportion the number of car parking spaces required to the number of full time 

equivalent students.  Unlike a number of other car parking standards, the car parking 

standards are not linked to floor area.  They reflect the activity at UC, rather than the 

built form.  They recognise that UC operates as one site, and not as three standalone 

sites.  For these reasons, I consider that the exemption of the general city-wide 

standards from the definition of site is at odds with the car parking approach for the 

SPTE Zone.  Notwithstanding this, I consider that it would be difficult to determine the 

number of parking spaces required at each part of the campus, as the time spent by 

a single student day to day, and semester to semester, will vary depending on the 

subjects taken and the location of the lectures and tutorials.  This fluidity of student 

movement in combination with the ever changing location of activities within UC as a 

result of the rebuild and repair program, means that determining car parking numbers 

‘per site’ would be an difficult task, and the parking requirements for each ‘site’ would 

change on a daily basis.    

 



   
 

51. Given the operational nature of the UC site, I consider that the definition of site 

should include (and not exempt) the general city-wide standards.   

 

CONCLUSION 

 

52. My evidence is limited to the matters of contention which remain from the UC and 

CPIT submissions on the SPTE Zone, and the associated definition of ‘site’.   

 

53. UC and CPIT are agreed with Council on the SPTE Zone objectives and policies.  

They are also largely in agreement with Council regarding the built form standards; 

noting the amendment sought by UC to the recession plane rule.  A number of 

matters of contention remain between UC, CPIT and other submitters on built form 

standards.   

 

54. UC and CPIT remain at odds with Council and other submitters over the use of 

student accommodation by a third party, the activity status for the sale and supply of 

alcohol at Dovedale and the definition of ‘site’.   

 

55. In my view, and based on the evidence provided by Dr Carr, Mr Oliver and Mr Jolly, I 

consider that the relief sought by UC and CPIT has planning merit.  I consider that 

the relief appropriately balances the role and the operational needs of the tertiary 

education institutions, with the character and amenity outcomes sought for the 

surrounding environment. 

 

 

 

 

Penelope Helen Lemon   

15 October 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

APPENDIX 1 

 

Section 32 Analysis of Proposed Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P5 (Third Party Use of Student 

Accommodation)  

 

Pursuant to Section 32 of the Resource Management Act the following options were 

evaluated to determine the most appropriate mechanism for providing for the use of student 

accommodation by a third party.  

  

OPTIONS BENEFITS COSTS 

Option A:  

Retain the notified 

version of the 

SPTE Zone 

(Chapter 21.7). 

 

Provides certainty that the use 

of student accommodation can 

occur (if resource consent is 

granted). 

 

Provides certainty of the 

maximum time period that the 

use of student accommodation 

can occur by a third party (if 

resource consent is granted). 

 

The efficient use of facilities 

that may otherwise lie empty (if 

resource consent is granted). 

 

Would require resource consent for 

a non-complying activity.  

 

Resource consent costs for the 

education provider. 

 

Uncertainty around the outcome of 

the resource consent whether it is 

granted, and what conditions are 

imposed. 

 

Activity status set a too high a level 

for the issues under consideration.  

 

Option B:  

Insert a permitted 

activity rule for use 

of student 

accommodation by 

third parties. 

 

Would not require resource 

consent and the adverse 

environmental effects are able 

to be appropriately addressed. 

 

Provides certainty that the use 

of student accommodation can 

occur. 

 

Provides certainty of the 

maximum time period that the 

Council’s control of the activity is 

limited to the 30 day maximum stay 

period. 

 

No opportunity for community to 

have input into resource consent 

process. 

 

 



   
 

use of student accommodation 

can occur by a third party. 

 

The efficient use of facilities 

that may otherwise lie empty. 

 

Option C:  

Require restricted 

discretionary 

resource consent 

for the use of 

student 

accommodation by 

third parties. 

 

Provides certainty around 

matters over which Council will 

have discretion when 

considering the resource 

consent application. 

 

Provides certainty that the use 

of student accommodation can 

occur (if resource consent is 

granted). 

 

Provides certainty of the 

maximum time period that the 

use of student accommodation 

can occur by a third party (if 

resource consent is granted). 

 

The efficient use of facilities 

that may otherwise lie empty (if 

resource consent is granted). 

 

Would require resource consent for 

a restricted discretionary activity.  

 

Resource consent costs for the 

education provider. 

 

Uncertainty around the outcome of 

the resource consent whether it is 

granted, and what conditions are 

imposed. 

 

 

The options identified above all provide benefits and costs in relation to providing for the use 

of student accommodation by a third party.  Option B is considered to be the most 

appropriate option, as the adverse effects of the activity are able to be addressed without the 

requirement for resource consent.  

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

APPENDIX 2 

Proposed Rule 21.7.2.2.1 P5 

Use of student accommodation by persons not related to the tertiary education and research 

activity, for a period of upto 30 days, when the accommodation is not required by the tertiary 

education and research activity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

APPENDIX 3 

Site coverage calculations undertaken by Innovo Group 

 

 

 



   
 

APPENDIX 4 

Proposed amendment to Rule 21.7.2.3.2(b).  The addition is shown as underlined. 

 

Applicable to Standard 

b. UC east of Ilam Road (except the Ilam 

Road road boundary), and CPIT Hassals 

Lane site 

No part of any building shall project 

beyond a building envelope contained by 

recession planes from points 2.3m above 

a boundary with a road zone as shown in 

Appendix 14.10.1 – Diagram A. 

 


