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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Adam Scott Blair.  I hold the position of Senior 

Planner at Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been in this 

position since July 2003. 

 

1.2 My qualifications and experience are set out in my evidence in chief 

lodged with this Hearings Panel in relation to the Stage 1 Residential 

Proposal, dated 12 March 2015 (refer to paragraphs 1.2 - 1.4).  

 

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.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed for me to 

give expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties under 

the Code of Conduct.  

 

2. CORRECTION TO EVIDENCE IN CHIEF ON THE CENTRAL CITY 

RESIDENTIAL ZONE 

 
2.1 Following my appearance at the hearing, Ms Anne Dingwall

1
 

contacted legal counsel and queried whether a paragraph in my 

evidence, relating to consideration of the RHOAD Limited's 

submission on 52 Rolleston Avenue, is correct.  I have clarified this 

matter, and now acknowledge that the following corrections should be 

made to paragraph 10.10 of my evidence in chief on the Central City 

Residential Zone: 

 
   However, I note that the Council has already consulted, as 

required by the special consultative procedure in the Local 

Government Act, on the gifting of the site.  Consultation 

material is attached to this evidence as Attachment N.  144 

submissions were received in the special consultation 

procedure were in favour of the sale, with 16 in opposition. 

 

                                                           
1  Ms Dingwall is not a submitter on the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP).   
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2.2 In my opinion, whilst the consultation did not follow the special 

consultative procedures set out in the Local Government Act 2002 

(LGA), the consultation that was undertaken and described in my 

evidence in chief followed good planning practice.  An opportunity 

was given to interested parties to express their opinions about the 

proposed development.  In addition the Council also elected to hear 

people speaking to their "submissions", which goes further than the 

process that would be followed when consulting during the 

development of the likes of a plan change initiated under the RMA 

(albeit I acknowledge that the hearing was not for RMA purposes). 

 

2.3 Furthermore, the further public notification of the submission from 

RHOAD Ltd on the pRDP in Stage 3 gave another opportunity for 

interested members of the public to submit.   

 

2.4 In considering notification requirements for the rule requested by 

RHOAD Limited, I have set out various reasons for my conclusions in 

my evidence in chief and my rebuttal evidence.  However in my 

opening statement to the Panel on 11 February 2016 (and in 

comments in relation to a revised proposal that is Exhibit 7) I stated 

that I agreed in mediation discussions with RHOAD's planning expert 

Mr Chrystal and his clients (on 5 February 2016) that Rule 14.16.2.3 

RD3 should be shown without limited or public notification and without 

written approvals of other persons.
2
  

 

2.5 The removal of the reference to the LGA special consultative 

procedure in my evidence in chief has not lead me to alter the 

conclusions I made in this opening statement.  In summary, I still 

consider that the normal RMA statutory tests for notification need not 

apply and that a rule relating to non-notification or written approvals 

should be included in the pRDP at Rule 14.16.2.3 RD3.  

 
 

 
 
Scott Blair 
9 May 2016 

                                                           
2   Transcript, 15 February 2016,  at page 376. 


