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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Wendy Sarah Hickey.  I hold the position of Senior Advisor at the 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority.  My qualifications and 

experience are outlined in my evidence-in-chief for the Crown on Proposal 2 - 

Definitions ("Proposal 2") of the Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

("Replacement Plan").1 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, and 

will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and I 

have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 This rebuttal evidence addresses the definition of 'available' proposed in Mr 

Harding's evidence on behalf of the Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents 

Association ("IURRA").2 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 In my opinion the definition of 'available' is unnecessary, unclear and vague, 

and accordingly, I do not support it being included in Proposal 2.    

5. AVAILABLE  

5.1 Mr Harding seeks that the term 'available' be defined in the context of its use 

in the definition of 'parking space'3 provided in Mr Falconer's evidence on 

                                                
1
 Statement of evidence of Wendy Hickey on behalf of the Crown dated 23 June 2015. 

2
 Statement of evidence of Peter Harding on behalf of IURRA dated 23 June 2015. 

3
 Statement of evidence of Peter Harding on behalf of IURRA dated 23 June 2015, at paragraphs 19 to 26. 
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behalf of the Council4.  I do not support the inclusion of the term 'available' in 

Proposal 2. 

5.2 Firstly, the proposed amended definition of 'parking space' I support in my 

evidence-in-chief5 does not include the term 'available'.  In my opinion, it is 

preferable to amend the definition of 'parking space' so as to avoid using the 

term 'available' rather than include another definition in Proposal 2.  I 

continue to support the definition of 'parking space' set out in my evidence-in- 

chief.   

5.3 Secondly, I consider that the definition of 'available' proposed in Mr Harding's 

evidence is vague and uncertain and leaves interpretation open to the plan 

user.  For example, the definition refers to "at a charge that does not deter its 

use".  It is not clear how to assess the level of a charge that would deter the 

use of a parking space.  Also, it is unclear why there should be a distinction 

between parking spaces which is dependent on the level of charge (or even 

whether or not there is a charge).  

5.4 In order to achieve clarity, I consider that it is critical that all definitions are 

unambiguous to avoid potential uncertainties and assist the plan user's 

understanding.  I do not consider that the proposed definition of 'available' 

achieves this outcome.  

 

Wendy Sarah Hickey 

2 July 2015 

                                                
4
 Statement of evidence of David Falconer on behalf of the Council dated 9 June 2015, at paragraph 4.24. 

5
 See paragraph 7.7. 


