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STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF ANDREW PURVES

INTRODUCTION

1 My full name is Andrew Mark Purves.  

2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my primary 
statement of evidence on behalf of the Lyttelton Port Company 
(LPC) dated 20 March 2015.

3 I reconfirm my compliance with the code of conduct for expert 
witnesses contained in Environment Court Practice Note (2014) as 
also set out in my 20 March 2015 evidence in chief.

4 I have prepared this brief statement of rebuttal evidence on behalf 
of LPC.  The rebuttal responds to issues raised in the evidence of:

4.1 Dr Alistair Humphrey (Canterbury District Health Board); 
and

4.2 Ms Ainsley McLeod (Transpower New Zealand Limited) 

5 I discuss these in turn.  

Canterbury District Health Board - Dr Humphrey
6 The Council’s revision (dated 9 March 2015) introduced rules 

relating to Integrated Family Health Centres.  It was unclear to me 
on what the difference was between an Integrated Family Health 
Centre and a Health Care Facility, noting the latter is also defined as 
a sensitive activity and is therefore relevant to Lyttelton Port 
Influences Overlay Area (LPIOA) rules.  The evidence of Dr 
Humphrey1 provides a context for the rule and states an Integrated 
Family Health Centre is a Health Care Facility that will have a 
general practice in one building along with other health services.  He 
provides an amended definition as follows:

“A health care facility where multiple health care services are located 
within one building, it will contain general practice and can include, 
but not be limited to: physiotherapy, midwifery, blood service, and 
medical specialists.”

7 I recommend that the above definition be further amended so it 
removes specific reference to Health Care Facilities to avoid 
potential confusion and to make it clear that an Integrated Family 
Health Centre is not to contain any sleeping facilities (which is the 
intention) i.e.

“Integrated Family Health Centre 

1 Paragraph 17
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Means a building that contains a general practice and may also 
include other health care services such as physiotherapy, midwifery, 
blood services or other medical specialists, but excludes any sleeping 
facilities for any person.”

8 The above amendment would make it clear that it is not a sensitive 
activity. The definition of Health Care Facility would need to be 
amended to state that it includes “Integrated Family Health 
Centres.”  

9 Dr Humphrey attaches a set of amended rules to his evidence.  He 
recommends that for the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone and the 
Residential Conservation Zone that Health Care Facilities be 
classified as a Restricted Discretionary Activity rather than a 
Discretionary Activity.  In doing so he has deleted reference to the 
Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay Area.  No reason is given for this.

10 I recommend that the additional words or similar are reinstated 
”except for Health Care Facilities that are defined as sensitive 
activities in the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay Area.” 

Transpower New Zealand Limited - Ms Ainsley McLeod
11 Ms McLeod2 and I are both in agreement that Objective 14.1.4 and 

Policy 14.1.1 provide little or no further direction than that given in 
Objective 3.3.12.  Ms McLeod has attempted to provide further 
direction in Policy 14.1.4, at least in terms of the National Grid.  I 
have suggested a policy relating to the Lyttelton Port Influences 
Overlay Area be inserted if the Panel are of a mind to provide 
further policy direction.3  

12 This could potentially be incorporated into Policy 14.1.4 in a manner 
suggested by Ms McLeod for the National Grid, but I acknowledge it 
will depend on whether further direction for other types of 
infrastructure is introduced otherwise the policy may look oddly 
skewed in detail for some types infrastructure but not others.  

13 However, I consider the additional wording proposed to the 
preamble of Policy 14.1.4 by Ms McLeod is unnecessary because, by 
definition, reverse sensitivity effects compromise the efficient and 
effective operation or development of strategic infrastructure. I 
therefore recommend the preamble remain as present accepting 
that the policy could be expanded to include strategic infrastructure 
such as the National Grid, or alternatively a separate policy is 
introduced to address Transpower’s concerns. 

2 Paragraph 37
3 Paragraph 60
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Dated:  25 March 2015

Andrew Mark Purves 


