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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is David Falconer.  My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief for the hearing of the Transport Proposal dated 

26 May 2015.  

 

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. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

by the following parties on 23 June 2015: 

 

(a) Ms Hickey for the Crown (#495); and 

(b) Mr Harding for the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents 

Association (#738). 

 

2.2 The definitions covered by my rebuttal are: 

 

(a) Parking space; 

(b) One network approach;  

(c) Fast food outlet; and 

(d) Available. 

 

2.3 I also provide supplementary evidence on the following definitions: 

 

(a) Gross floor area; and 

(b) Gross leasable floor area. 
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3. REBUTTAL 

 

Parking space 

 

3.1 Ms Hickey at paragraph 7.7 of her evidence suggests the following change 

to the proposed 'parking space' definition that was discussed with me 

through informal discussions. 

 

Parking space 

means a space on a site an area capable of, and available 

at any time for, accommodating one stationary 85 percentile 

motor vehicle car, and which is provided and used solely 

for the purpose of accommodating vehicles (excluding any 

space set aside for the display of vehicles). 

 

3.2 I agree with this change, as it makes the definition more concise whilst still 

capturing the concepts that I mentioned in paragraphs 4.24 and 4.25 of my 

evidence in chief. 

 

One network approach 

 

3.3 Ms Hickey at paragraph 7.9 lists the proposed 'one network approach' 

definition as a vague and uncertain definition. 

 

3.4 The term 'one network approach' is a commonly used term in transport 

planning documents, including the Greater Christchurch Transport 

Statement 2012 and Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan 2012.  The 

term is used in Objective 7.1.1 and nowhere else in the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  There is more information in the 

transport planning documents about what this term means. So, for clarity, I 

recommend the amendments to the definition set out below:  

 

One network approach 

 

means components of the transport system are well-

connected (within Christchurch District and with adjoining 

districts) and managed in a coordinated way as a single, 
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integrated system to ensure that travel across the transport 

system is as seamless and consistent as possible. 

 

For more guidance on the term one network approach 

refer to the Greater Christchurch Transport Statement 

2012 and Christchurch Transport Strategic Plan 2012.  

 

3.5 I recommend that hyperlinks are included in the operative version of the 

pRDP to these documents.   

 

Fast food outlet 

 

3.6 Ms Hickey suggests at her paragraph 6.10(b) that the definition of 'fast 

food outlet' could be deleted.  I note that the definition was deleted in the 

revised Transport Proposal dated 17 June 2015, which is attached is my 

rebuttal evidence for the Transport Proposal hearing,1 as it is no longer 

required.  Although it need not be defined, as a commonly understood 

phrase I nevertheless support its inclusion in the 'food and beverage outlet' 

definition.  

 

Available 

 

3.7 Mr Harding discuss the definition of 'available' at paragraphs 18 – 26 of his 

evidence. He responds to the points that I raised on the topic in my 

evidence in chief at paragraphs 4.6 and 4.9 (pages 4 and 5).  Mr Harding 

mentions that the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association's 

original submission incorrectly referred to 'available' rather than 'provided'.  

Based on that, Mr Harding now suggests the following definition: 

 

Available  

Means free of charge or at a charge that does not deter its 

use by those for whom it was provided.  

 

3.8 I have considered this and I can see the issue that Mr Harding raises that 

people are often choosing to use free on-street parks surrounding the 

                                                   
1
  Rebuttal evidence on the Transport proposal dated 17 June 2015, Attachment A. 
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university rather than using the on-site car parks that the university 

charges for.  However, I do not consider that amending the definition is the 

right way to deal with this issue.  

 

3.9 Essentially, Mr Harding's proposed definition is proposing a rule that 

prohibits the charging of car parks within a definition. If such a rule is 

appropriate, it should be contained within a rule in the pRDP not within a 

definition. Making this amendment to the definition would mean that this 

would have an untended consequence of applying the limitation to other 

parts of the city where there is charging for parking, such as the Airport, 

Central City, etc.  

 

3.10 Limiting charging for parking could also have the unintended consequence 

of making it cheaper for some people to drive than to use public transport 

to travel to the university, as free parking could result in reducing the cost 

of driving. Accordingly, this could increase traffic on the streets surrounding 

the university which could, in turn, produce adverse effects.  

 

3.11 I consider that the issue of encouraging people to park on-site rather than 

on-street is best managed through on-street parking management, outside 

of the pRDP, rather than by introducing a definition that could have 

unintended consequences. For example, the on-street parking in the 

Central City is managed without the need to regulate limitations on 

charging for on-site parking. Therefore, I do not consider that the proposed 

the definition of 'available' is appropriate. 

 

4. SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE 

 

4.1 On 17 June 2015, I submitted rebuttal evidence on the Transport Proposal 

(Proposal 7).  At paragraph 33.6 (page 32) of that statement, I proposed 

changes to the definitions of 'Gross Floor Area (GFA)' and 'Gross Leasable 

Floor Area (GLFA)'.  I understand decisions on those definitions are likely 

to be made through Proposal 7, however I set out below the recommended 

changes in my rebuttal for the Transport Proposal: 
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(a) Gross Floor Area (GFA): 

Gross floor area (GFA) 

means the sum of the total area of all floors of all buildings 

measured from the exterior faces of the exterior walls or 

from the centre line of walls separating two buildings. For 

the purposes of calculating loading, car and cycle 

parking spaces and the high trip generator thresholds 

only, gross floor area shall exclude off-street parking 

and/or loading areas contained within the building.   

 

(b) Gross Leasable Floor Area (GLFA): 

Gross leasable floor area (GLFA) 

means the sum of the total area of all floors (within the 

external walls for buildings or within the boundary for 

outdoor areas) designed or used for tenant occupancy but 

excluding:  

a  common lift wells and stairwells (including 

landing areas); 

b  common corridors and halls (other than food 

court areas); 

c  common toilets and bathrooms;  

d  any parking and/or loading areas;  

e  any parking and/or loading areas;  

and for the purposes of calculating  loading, car and 

cycle parking requirements and the high trip generator 

thresholds, in addition to the exclusions above, the 

following shall also be excluded:  

f  common seating areas (including food court 

seating areas); and 

 g  lobby areas in cinemas.  

 

 

 

David Ian Falconer 

2 July 2015 


