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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Alison McLaughlin.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 4 February 

2016.  

 

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.  The Council, as my employer, has 

agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance 

with my duties under the Code of Conduct. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 This statement of supplementary evidence is intended to clarify 

any matters raised at the hearing on 22 March 2016 concerning 

email correspondence between me and Hands Off Hagley. 

 

3. CLARIFICATION OF EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE AND MATTERS 

RAISED AT HEARING  

 

3.1 As set out in the email correspondence with Ms Martin, I confirmed 

for Ms Martin that there was a minor typographic error in the 

provisions in the revised Proposal attached to my rebuttal evidence 

dated 29 February 2016. This error arose because the renumbering 

of other rules (6.2.2.2.1 P2-P14) was not reflected in rule 6.2.2.2.3 

RD2, which requires a restricted discretionary activity consent where 

permitted activity standards for P2-P14 are not met.  

 

3.2 This error had absolutely no effect on the rules themselves as the 

default activity status for activities not specified in the rules was also 

covered by RD2 with the same matters of discretion (i.e. RD2 reads 
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“Temporary activities or buildings not otherwise described or not 

meeting the activity specific standards P2P3-P12P14). I also noted in 

the email correspondence that I would correct this error in the next 

version (i.e. in the revised Proposal filed with closing legal 

submissions). I did not have the opportunity between writing this 

email and giving my evidence to circulate another revised Proposal 

and considered that this error could be corrected in the revised 

proposal attached to the closing legal submissions.  

 

3.3 I apologise that in my rush to get to the hearing and to prepare for 

another hearing topic that had been moved forward to that afternoon 

it did not occur to me to update my highlights package to reflect this 

correction. However, I do not consider that the correction materially 

alters any of my statements made at the hearing or that anyone 

would be prejudiced by this correction being made in closing legal 

submissions rather than in the hearing itself. I do not believe that this 

omission misled the Panel in any substantive way or that any of my 

other statements made at the hearing need to be amended as a 

result of this correction.  

 

 

 

Alison McLaughlin 

22 March 2016 

 


