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1. 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 two 

separate statement of rebuttal evidence dated 25 March 2015 and 27 

March 2015.  This third statement of rebuttal evidence is in response to 

the:  

 

(a) evidence in chief of Ms Laura Buttimore for the University of 

Canterbury (#797) and Christchurch Polytechnic Institute of 

Technology (#756), dated 25 March 2015;  

(b) evidence in chief of Mr Stuart Fletcher for D and S Grimshaw (#893), 

dated 26 March 2015; and 

(c) House Movers submission (#932). 

 

1.2 I confirm that I have also received and considered the late evidence of Mr 

Fletcher on behalf of Kotare Downs Limited (#843), David Philpott & 

Associates (#841) and Groovy Costumes Limited (#839).  I have addressed 

these submissions in my evidence in chief, and have nothing further to add in 

response to those briefs of evidence. 

 

1.3 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. UNIVERSITY OF CANTERBURY (#797) CHRISTCHURCH POLYTECHNIC 

INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (#756) – MS LAURA BUTTIMORE 

 

2.1 In the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) as notified, student hostels 

containing 10 bedrooms or less are a restricted discretionary activity in the 'flat 

land' residential zones (ie Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density 

Transition, Residential Medium Density and New Neighbourhood Zones).  In 

her evidence, Ms Laura Buttimore seeks that student hostels containing 6 

bedrooms or less be a permitted activity.  This would make it consistent with 

the way in which residential units containing 6 bedrooms or less are provided 
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for as permitted activities.  It appears that there is concern that existing student 

flats owned by the University could be caught by the restricted discretionary 

activity rule (see Ms Buttimore’s paragraph 43). 

 

2.2 As further discussed in Ms Buttimore’s evidence, there is no definition of a 

student hostel in the pRDP.  However I note that the English Oxford Dictionary 

states a hostel is:
1
 

 

   An establishment which provides inexpensive food and lodging for a 

specific group of people, such as students, workers or travellers.  

 

2.3 The definition shows that there are different characteristics between a hostel 

and a dwelling (which in my opinion is consistent with the common 

understanding of a hostel versus a dwelling).  Based on this, it is my view the 

dwellings owned by the University as described in Ms Buttimore’s evidence 

would not be considered "hostels" under the pDRP.  

 

2.4 I also believe that a hostel with only 6 bedrooms would not be a common 

occurrence and that generally they will be larger institutions such as a "halls of 

residence" found on university campuses.  Overall I do not think that another 

permitted activity rule needs to be added to the chapter.  

 

3. D & S GRIMSHAW (#893) – STUART FLETCHER 

 

3.1 At paragraph 11 of his evidence, Mr Fletcher states that it would appear that 

travellers accommodation is intended to be treated separately from residential 

activities, but that there is a "grey area".  Then at his paragraph 14 he notes 

paragraphs 10.38 and 10.39 of my evidence in chief where I acknowledge that 

there is some overlap that needs to be resolved.  

 

3.2 At his paragraph 18 he notes that the plan as publicly notified says that the 

activities "P1 Residential Activities that occur within a residential unit" and "P2 

Accommodation of travellers for a tariff" are mixed together slightly because 

both refer to a "residential unit".  In response to others' evidence, in particular 

the Crown (#495), I have recommended that the reference to "that occur within 

a residential unit" in P1 be deleted.  If the panel accepts this recommendation 

then this slight mixing of the activities will no longer occur. 

                                                   
1
 Oxford Dictionary Online, www.oxforddictionaries.com, 2014 Universty Press. 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/
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3.3 At paragraphs 19 – 25 Mr Fletcher sets out other changes to the definitions of 

residential activity, guest accommodation, and residential unit.  

 

3.4 I believe the clearest method of addressing the tension between the permitted 

activity standards is to recast the activity "Accommodation of travellers for a 

tariff" as "Bed and Breakfasts for a maximum of 6 travellers" and to introduce a 

Bed and Breakfast definition as follows. 

 

  Bed and Breakfast 

  means accommodation offered for a tariff in a residential unit 

consisting of a room for the night. 

 

3.5 However, I note that there would be some tension with the definition of 

residential unit and the inclusion of cooking facilities in the rooms as set out in 

Mr Fletcher’s evidence at paragraph 23.  This can be resolved as follows: 

 

   Residential unit 

 

   Means a self-contained building (or group of buildings including 

accessory buildings) used for a residential activity by one or more 

persons who form a single household unit or a bed and breakfast.  

For the purposes of this definition: 

a. a building used for emergency or refuge accommodation 

shall be deemed to be used by a single household; 

b. where there is more than one kitchen on a site (other than a 

kitchen in a family flat or a kitchenette provided as part of 

a bed breakfast) there shall be deemed to be more than 

one residential unit; 

c. a residential unit may include no more than one family flat 

as part of that residential unit; and 

d. a residential unit may be used a holiday home provided it 

does not involve the sale of alcohol, food or other goods.  
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4. HOUSE MOVERS (#932) 

 

4.1 It has been drawn to my attention that two of the submission points from the 

House Movers' submission (#932) have been accidentally omitted from the 

Accept / Accept-in-part / Reject Table that was filed on behalf of the Council on 

26 March 2015.  I consider that those submission points require a response. At 

Part 1 (9) of their submission, House Movers have requested that  relocation 

of buildings be a permitted activity in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone 

and the Residential Conservation Zone (also in the Banks Peninsula area). 

The activity is currently restricted discretionary in both zones. The submission 

acknowledges that the pRDP has made relocation of a dwelling in the 

Residential Suburban, Residential Suburban Density Transition, Residential 

Medium Density and New Neighbourhood Zones a permitted activity.  

 

4.2 I consider that it would be appropriate to change the relocation of a residential 

unit in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone from Restricted Discretionary to 

permitted.  In terms of the potential adverse effects of the relocation of a 

residential unit in this zone I see that there would be no significant differences 

between this zone and the ‘flat land zones’. This would help align the zone 

provisions with the majority of the other zone provisions in proposed Chapter 

14. It will also enable another opportunity to cut back on repetition when the 

chapter is reviewed and restructured.  

 

4.3 The submission also seeks that the permitted activity standard be changed 

from residential units to encompass all buildings. I note that this would be 

appropriate because the relocation of the buildings would still be subject to the 

built form standards for all zones and therefore the base line amenity 

standards (at least in terms of built form) would be met. 

 

4.4 However I consider at this stage that it would not be appropriate to change the 

status of the relocation of a dwelling from Restricted Discretionary to Permitted 

in the Residential Conservation zone. The Residential Conservation zone is a 

specific zone with provisions that address specific heritage and amenity 

issues. The specific controls to address heritage and amenity in this zone are 

to be the subject of Stage 2 provisions to be notified. I consider that the issue 

of relocation of a building in this zone should be addressed in Stage 2 process 

because of the specific heritage and amenity effects that could arise from 

relocation of buildings in this zone. 
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4.5 I do not see it as necessary to introduce specific objectives and policies 

around building relocation. In this regard I refer to paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 of 

my evidence in chief where I talk about the need to avoid, as much as 

possible, ‘bespoke" objectives and policies. 

 

 

Adam Scott Blair 

2 April 2015 

 


