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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1 My full name is Adam [Scott] Blair.  My experience and qualifications are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 12 March 2015.  I have filed a 

separate statement of rebuttal evidence dated 25 March 2015.  This 

second statement of rebuttal evidence is in response to the evidence of Mr 

Jason Jones for Ngāi Tahu Property Limited (#840). 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

2. NGĀI TAHU PROPERTY LIMITED (#840) – MR JASON JONES 

 

 Prestons and Wigram Living G zones 

 

2.1 At paragraphs 13 – 47  Mr Jones states his opinion as to whether the sites at 

the Ngāi Tahu Property's Prestons Road development should have been 

rezoned Residential Suburban (as publicly notified) or left as Living G. He sets 

out his preferred relief at paragraphs 43 – 47.  Mr Jones has referred to the 

Council's Stage 2 proposals that have been sent to the Ministers for their 

comment and include a separate new zone entitled Residential Existing New 

Neighbourhood Zone (RENNZ).  Mr Jones recognises that by in large the 

RENNZ is essentially the Living G framework from the operative City Plan. In 

particular Mr Jones states at paragraph 45: 

 

   In my view, the RENNZ is therefore far less likely than the RSZ to 

give rise to the adverse outcomes summarised above. In light of this, 

and to provide for simple and consistent implementation across each 

development as an integrated whole, it is logical to me that the RSZ 

zoning under Stage 1 should be abandoned, and either: 

   (a) the living zones should remain for the respective areas as 

per the operative plan; or 
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   (b) the RENNZ should apply across the entirety of both areas 

adopting the relevant standards from the Living G 

predecessors. 

 

2.2 I agree that the rezoning of the parts of the Living G Wigram and Prestons 

development to RSZ at this stage will be problematic for the ongoing 

development and administration of this residential subdivision. I recommend 

accepting in part  Mr Jones’ preferred relief (b) that the Stage 1 land that has 

been zoned RSZ should be shown as RENNZ.  I understand that in the interim 

period  before the RENNZ rules are settled in the Stage 2 hearings, that the 

Living G Prestons and Wigram rules will continue to apply to the sites of 

concern to Mr Jones. This would be in accordance with the ‘informal 

discussions’ that Mr Jones refers to in his paragraph 47.  I understand also 

that this will require the Hearings Panel, in its Stage 1 decision, to not replace 

that part of the Operative Plan for Living G Prestons and Living G Wigram, 

until it makes its decision on the RENNZ rules in Stage 2.  

 

 Wigram 

 

2.3 At paragraphs 48 – 54 Mr Jones discusses whether a portion of land at  

Wigram that is zoned Living 3 in the operative City Plan should have been 

zoned Residential Medium Density (RMD) in Stage 1. I note at paragraph 54 

Mr Jones states: 

 

     Incidentally, it appears as if this was contemplated by the Council 

within  the Chapter 14 provisions (if not on the planning maps). Rule 

14.3.5.1 (Clause 1(b) and Area 2 in the Table under Clause 2) refers 

to the Residential Medium Density Zone Wigram, and to Figure 8 

which immediately follows. Figure 8 relates to the land shown on 

Figure 1 above comprising the Tower building and the area 

immediately to the south. It is also referenced in section 14.3.1 which 

illustrates how to use the rules for the Medium Density Zone. 

 

2.4 I can confirm that it was the Council’s intention to rezone all existing Living 3 

zones in the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) as RMD. There has 

been an error in translating the existing Living 3 zone onto the planning maps. 

I recommend that the area be rezoned RMD as per Mr Jones’ evidence.  
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 Former Wigram Aircraft Number 4 and 5 Hangers and the Control Tower 

 

2.5 At paragraphs 64 – 69 Mr Jones seeks an area specific permitted activity 

standard to enable the reuse of the former Wigram airfield control tower and 

hangers. The rule sought by Mr Jones, "P30" in his Attachment 4B, is as 

follows: 

 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P30 The use of the existing 

Control Tower buildings 

(Lot 357 DP447629) and 

Hangars 4 and 5 (Lot 315 DP 

434068 ) for the following 

activities:   

  Pre-School facility 

  Health Care facility 

  Veterinary Care facility 

  Education activity 

  Place of Assembly 

  Retail Activity 

  Office Activity 

  Warehouse Activity 

 

 

Nil 

 

2.6 I note the evidence of Mr Timms and Mr Watt for Ngāi Tahu Property and 

acknowledge that the control tower and hangars create a unique challenge for 

Ngāi Tahu Property Limited in finding an appropriate adaptive re use of the 

site, although I note that the building is not classified by Heritage New 

Zealand.  

 

2.7 While a meaningful use of the building is clearly desirable this must be 

weighed against the existing environment and the relevant objectives of the 

pRDP.  In this respect the environment is predominantly a residential one and 

Council has a relatively settled retail distribution policy. On this basis I do not 

favour providing for retail activities and warehouse activities as permitted 

activities without any specific standards given the potential adverse effects that 

may arise in respect of residential and retail matters. I note that in this respect 
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the respective buildings have relatively large floor spaces. The other activities 

included in the proposed permitted activity rule (and residential activities would 

need to be added to that list) are more residential orientated and in my opinion 

provide scope for potential reuse of the building with minimum controls.    

 

 New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

2.8 At paragraphs 77 - 83 Mr Jones considers that the subdivision rule 

framework (RD2) offers an opportunity for a controlled activity status.  I do 

not agree with Mr Jones for the reasons that follow.  The ODP provides 

key structuring elements, rather than providing a high level of detailed 

information codified within the ODP.  The Council is purposely developing 

ODPs such that they allow a greater degree of flexibility than found in the 

past with master plan based ODPs, in addressing the opportunities and 

constraints of the area as more detailed engineering, planning and design 

is undertaken. This approach does not in my view provide sufficient 

certainty to ensure an efficient layout and use of infrastructure nor matters 

such as the orientation of blocks that will deliver appropriate built 

development outcomes. 

 

2.9 The approach as proposed by Mr Jones, presupposes all of the 

development matters that may arise, without a full understanding of the site 

constraints, opportunities and changing circumstances.  It also provides 

less flexibility in respect to the development density to meet market 

demand, than a staged approach. I understand that when the parameters 

are fixed, a series of resource consents ensue as development progresses 

to alter the ODP and subsequent subdivision plans.  

 

2.10 In addition, even when an ODP is master planned, generally insufficient 

attention has been given to more detailed design to ensure an efficient 

layout.  This includes matters such as the orientation of streets and blocks, 

the lot dimensions for higher density development, and the interface 

between public and private space based upon these factors.  Sites 

allocated for medium density, without sufficient thought given to orientation 

and access are an ongoing problem  Therefore I consider reliance on an 

ODP alone to deliver good development outcomes is not sufficient.  
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2.11 However I acknowledge that the existing ODP for the Prestons 

development is very detailed, significantly more detailed than the ODPs 

are going to be for new neighbourhoods in the future, and as such was 

designed to be delivered by a controlled activity resource consent process 

(except for the Density A areas which require a Restricted Discretionary 

Activity consent).  A copy of the operative ODP is in Attachment A to this 

rebuttal evidence. I believe that for the Living G Prestons development, a 

controlled activity consent regime, except for the Density A areas, would 

be  appropriate. This would need to be pursued in the Stage 2 RENNZ 

rules. 

 

2.12 At paragraph 89, Mr Jones considers it is unclear as to how the activity 

status identified in 8.4.2.2 RD2(g) applies to the wider context of RD2.  I 

accept Mr Jones' comment in this respect and have already  provided relief 

in an amendment to this clause in Attachment A to my Rebuttal Evidence, 

as follows: 

 

Where the standards (b) to (g) above are not met, the activity 

status shall remain Restricted Discretionary with the discretion 

restriction to matters set out in 8.5, (and 14.9 in respect to a 

Variable Density Area in relation to the comprehensive block 

subdivision and land use consent application). [Ms Seaton 

Evidence in Chief (GW Office Ltd and Others #788) paragraph 29]  

 

New Neighbourhood Zone Standards - 8.4.2.5.1 

 

2.13 In paragraph 93 Mr Jones considers that to simplify the plan, the site size 

should be reduced to 180m2 or 200m2. This matter has been addressed in 

my Evidence in Chief at paragraph 7.45, where I conclude that the 

minimum site size to achieve a standalone dwelling without adversely 

affecting neighbouring properties is 300m2. Mr Jones has used Prestons as 

an example in respect to the 200m2 minimum site size for all sites. 

However, for example in Stage 2 Prestons, there are only 5 future 

development allotments of Density A that contain sites of approximately 

200m2, a total of 0.7 ha out of 10 ha. I consider that smaller lots are better 

dealt with through the provision as notified.  
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New Neighbourhood Zone Standards - 8.4.2.5.2 and 7 

 

2.14 At paragraph 97 Mr Jones suggests clarification is required in respect to 

(2) Minimum Residential Road Boundary length and (7) Allotment 

Frontage. The former applies to road frontage and the latter applies to 

public open space more generally i.e. reserves.   As such, they do not 

have the same meaning.  In response to the evidence of Ms Seaton 

(Paragraphs 38 and 40) I have recommended amendments to these 

standards, as shown in Appendix A to my Rebuttal Evidence. 

 

2.15 At paragraph 90, Mr Jones suggests an exemption in (7) for rear lots.  I refer to 

my Evidence in Chief, paragraph 7.60 in respect to this matter.  I maintain that 

rear lots have their place, particularly where land shape or surrounding 

development necessitates their use.  However the widespread use of rear lots 

can lead to inefficient, poorly connected and unsafe urban environments 

(many of which can be seen in the more established with requests after time 

for the management of Rights of Way to be taken up by Council, because the 

holders of the rights of way cannot agree on, or cannot afford, measures to 

maintain the rights of way).  As such, I consider the Allotment Frontage 

standard justified, with rear lots as a matter of discretion within the 

consideration of the subdivision layout remaining appropriate. 

 

New Neighbourhood Zone Standards - 8.4.2.5.6 

 

2.16 At paragraph 102(a), in reference to the Neighbourhood Plan, Mr Jones 

suggests further recognition is required in the explanatory notes that a 

comprehensive approach is not always required and that a subdivide first 

path need not provide all the information requirements.  I consider that 

there is already sufficient clarity provided through RD1 and RD2 that a 

subdivide first approach is available.  In addition the Neighbourhood Plan 

explanatory notes are clear in the first sentence that it applies to 

comprehensive development.  The Context and Site Analysis is clearly 

defined as applicable to both in the way in which RD1 and RD2 are stated.   

  

2.17 At paragraph 102(b) and (d) Mr Jones suggests that the Detailed Design 

Statement (in (2)(c)) is not of relevance to the subdivision only route.  I do 

not agree as the Detailed Design Statement in conjunction with the Context 
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and Site Analysis provides the principles and framework for the 

development, which previously comprised part of the ODP, but which have 

been removed to provide greater flexibility, as discussed earlier.  I have 

removed the reference in the Detailed Design Statement to shading in 

Attachment A of my first statement of rebuttal evidence, as discussed in 

paragraph 192(d) of Mr Jones’ rebuttal evidence.  

 

2.18 Mr Jones in paragraph 14 suggests a number of variations to the built form 

standards. These are in respect to a reduction in site size, site density, 

outdoor living space and building setback. This appears based on the 

assumption that an overall increase in density is desired and that sites will 

be apportioned a density as they are in Prestons at the ODP stage.  

Neither of these assumptions are entirely correct.  The NNZ is anticipated 

to provide a balance of densities, site sizes and associated typologies with 

a good level of internal and external amenity.  The provision of the Variable 

Density Area option is to provide for increased densities while balancing 

on-site amenity including site coverage and outdoor living space, with the 

mitigation of external effects. Mr Jones appears to have made a 

relationship between site density and site coverage to the 15 h/ha and the 

achievement of this.  However, an increase in these two standards does 

not necessarily align with the delivery of greater residential unit numbers.  

 

2.19 The package of standards including site coverage, setbacks and private 

open space established for Prestons was the result of a comprehensive 

development plan approach, integrating the provision of centres and open 

space and also intensifying development around these.  

 

2.20 However, as often happens, the qualities of the master plan and that detail 

does not necessarily transfer into the subdivision process, because the sub 

divider is not undertaking the full development but rather is creating 

allotments which are sold on the open market. In part, the comprehensive 

new neighbourhood approach is in reaction to this and is attempting to 

readdress the connection between comprehensive planning and delivery. 

 

2.21 Within the Prestons Living G framework the standards for Density A (medium 

density) are accompanied by a set of design assessment matters, given the 

restricted discretionary activity status. Mr Jones is proposing an equivalent 
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density to that of Density A without any evaluation in respect to the 

appropriateness of the built outcome.  While I consider that good quality higher 

density environments can be achieved, particularly in conjunction with urban 

centres at these densities, I do not consider the package as proposed by Mr 

Jones will achieve both desirable living environments or reduced consenting 

requirements.  

 

2.22 I consider that the matters proposed by Mr Jones will make neither a more 

efficient consenting process, nor achieve the quality of outcome anticipated 

in New Neighbourhoods.  I also consider that the Variable Density Areas in 

the revised Chapter 8 provisions provide for both the density and choice Mr 

Jones proposes, while ensuring that the effects are adequately managed.    

 

2.23 In addition, the research and assessment work undertaken by Council in 

respect to the Medium Density Zone identified a rationale for a 40% site 

coverage which I consider is appropriate equivalent to the higher density 

areas of the new neighbourhoods. Furthermore 35% site coverage was 

identified for the residential suburban zone reflecting the qualities and 

amenity anticipated. I consider that the larger lots within the new 

neighbourhoods, are an equivalent to the residential suburban zone.  

   

 

 

 

 

Mr Adam [Scott] Blair 

27 March 2015 
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Attachment A 

Outline Development Plan Prestons – Operative Plan 




























