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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 My full name is Dr Charles Ian Wright.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 13 February 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 additional supplementary evidence is provided in response to a request 

from the Hearings Panel dated 11 May 2015 that I provide a further 

supplementary statement in addition to my rebuttal evidence dated 27 

February 2015 (para 7.1-7.3).  Specifically, the Panel has requested a 

clarification of my rebuttal evidence as to whether or not the gully 

associated with the property at 42 Zephyr Terrace would effectively reduce 

the AIFR risk below 10-4 and, if so, what recommendations I make in 

regard to hazard mapping at the property.

3. SUBMISSION 679: TRIPP, 42 ZEPHYR TERRACE – FURTHER EVIDENCE

3.1 I can confirm that I have complied with the Panel’s direction to undertake 

further ground truthing to check whether the gully associated with the 

stream (see Figure 1 below) would effectively reduce the GNS Science 

modelled risk.  I undertook a visit to site on 14 May 2015.  I inspected not 

only the property at 42 Zephyr Terrace but also the surrounding properties, 

including 37 and 44 Zephyr Terrace to gain a more detailed understanding 

of the site conditions.  

3.2 The property at 42 Zephyr Terrace essentially comprises two parts. The north 

eastern part of the property is located on a south facing slope which is heavily 

vegetated with a mature forest stand.  Mr Bell in his evidence stated ‘there is 

an absence of source areas on the slopes above the property’. I do not agree 
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with statement as this is contrary to my observations as well as those of both 

the PHGG and Dr Mark Yetton, who have also identified a significant source in 

this area. The smaller, south western part of the section is located on an 

approximately 23° easterly facing slope and this part of the property has the 

residential dwelling located on it.  The two parts of the property are dissected 

by a small stream which has formed a distinctive erosional gully, which is 

shown by the blue line in Figure 1.  The stream bed has a number of large 

boulders located in it, some of which may have resulted from historical rockfall.  

The dwelling is located approximately 14 m south-west of the stream, up 

the east facing slope from the stream.

3.3 There is little doubt that the deeply incised gully at the foot of the south 

facing slope will act as a natural rockfall barrier for rocks descending that

slope.  I believe it is highly unlikely that any rockfall that manages to reach 

the lower slope will have sufficient energy to bounce over the stream and 

travel any substantial distance up slope.  I therefore agree that the gully 

has the material effect of reducing the life risk from rockfall off the south

facing slope.

Figure 1 showing the Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 and 2 for the property at no 42 Zephyr Terrace.  The 

blue line indicates the stream running across the property.  Red outline indicates the approximate position of the 

dwelling

3.4 I do note however that the rockfall risk identified in the GNS modelling is not 

just from the southern slope (red arrow, Figure 2) but also the eastern facing 
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slope that dominates the topography to the north west (shown by the green 

arrow in Figure 2 below).   CERA in its red zoning decision has acknowledged 

a high risk to the surrounding properties from this slope, namely 37, 44 and 56 

Zephyr Terrace, as well as 12 Hays Rise.  I consider that 37 and 44 Zephyr 

Terrace are up-slope from number 42 Zephyr Terrace.  I have also checked 

the Port Hills Geotech Group ground truthing of the GNS modelling for these 

areas, and they deem that it appropriately represents modelled risk.

Figure 2 showing the Geovert 3D modelling (compliments of CERA) on a Google map image.  Green arrow 

indicates the rockfall risk from the west and the red arrow the rockfall risk from the north.  Green star indicates 

the approximate location of a boulder mapped on my site visit

3.5 In summary, the property can be described as being at risk from rockfall from 

two different sources.  Although the risk from rockfall from the north, down the 

heavily wooded slope is considered negligible due to the pronounced gully 

which acts as a natural rock trap, the main risk is from a separate rock source 

to the west.  On my site walk over I observed a boulder, shown by a green star 

on Figure 2 above, that had recently crossed the site at 44 Zephyr Terrace (to 

the north west of 42 Zephyr Terrace) and had stopped in the tree line below 

where the property once stood (it has been demolished).  I consider this to be 

an appropriate verification of the model. As the dwelling at 42 Zephyr Terrace 
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lies on the margin of the modelled rockfall from the west, in rockfall hazard 

management area 2, I consider this appropriate.   

3.6 In conclusion, whilst I agree that the distinctive gully will trap any boulders 

coming down the southerly facing slope thereby negating any rockfall risk to 

the opposite side of the gully posed by the source from the north, there is also 

a risk from rockfall from a separate source to the west.  It is this risk that the 

model identifies for the easterly facing part of the property.   To clarify, I 

believe that both the rockfall hazard management area 1 and 2 for the property 

west of the stream is derived from a rockfall source further to the west and not 

associated with the rockfall risk from the slope north of the stream. I therefore 

consider the GNS Science rockfall modelling to be appropriate for this site and 

recommend no change to either rockfall hazard management area 1 or 2 for 

this site.  

Dr Charles Ian Wright

21 May 2015


