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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 supplementary evidence is provided in response to a request from the 

Hearings Panel that I should undertake a site visit to the property of 

submitter 801, Mr and Mrs Zimprich, at 9 Endeavour Place.   

 

2.2 I note that I have addressed this submission in both my evidence in chief 

dated 13 February 2015 and my rebuttal evidence dated 27 February 

2015.  I do not resile in any way from the views expressed in those 

statements as they relate to this submitter. 

 

2.3 I also provide an update on my views regarding the properties at 8 Glas 

Brae, Governor's Bay (submitter 1107, van der Wal) and 101E Bowenvale 

Avenue (submitter 162, Kingham), and provide an assessment of 315 Port 

Hills Road (submitter 58, Clinton). 

 

2.4 Finally, I address geotechnical aspects of a request from the Panel for 

supplementary evidence from Mr Theelen in relation to the Council 

programme for hazard removal or mitigation in the mass movement areas, 

and in particular in relation to the property of Mr Alexander, submitter 

#1016, at 4 Quarry Road.  
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3. SUBMISSION 801: ZIMPRICH, 9 ENDEAVOUR PLACE 

 

3.1 While I understand that the Panel has requested that I undertake a site 

visit following the presentation by Mr Zimprich to the Panel on 12 March 

2015, I here describe the site visits that I have already undertaken to this 

property and explain why no further visit by me is necessary.. 

 

3.2 I understand that Mr Zimprich advised the Panel that I had refused to 

undertake a repeated site visit to his property despite requests from him to 

do so.  That is partially correct, but I wish to make it clear that the reason 

that I declined the most recent request for a site visit was because I have 

already visited the site on two occasions. The first was on 7 October 2014 

with Dr Yetton and Mr Macfarlane.  The most recent was on 4 November 

2014.  On those visits I carried out site specific assessments of rockfall 

hazard and risk which I have detailed in my previous evidence to the 

Panel.   

 

3.3 I acknowledge that I have not visited the site in the presence of Mr and Mrs 

Zimprich, but in my view that does not make any material difference to my 

assessments or my professional opinion.  Subsequent to my two site visits 

Mr Zimprich has contacted me requesting that I go with him to do a 

complete site walk over. I have declined that request as I do not consider it 

to be necessary nor helpful in forming an opinion.   

 

3.4 I have not carried out complete site walk overs for any of the other 

properties that I have assessed and provided evidence to the Panel about.   

 

3.5 I have prepared an assessment report in respect of this property and 

others nearby, which I attach to this statement as Annexure A.  I have 

provided a copy of this report to the submitter, via his lawyer.  

 

3.6 I consider that my report on the area suitably covers the issues and 

concerns raised by the submitter, along with my evidence in chief and 

rebuttal.  It remains my opinion that, in the absence of a detailed 

geotechnical investigation including site specific rockfall modelling for the 

site, there is no technical basis to make any further change to the location 

of the hazard lines on the property.  It is also my opinion that CERA, in 
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making this a red zoned property, would have concluded on a site specific 

basis that there is a risk due to rockfall. 

 

3.7 I would also note that I have previously advised the submitter to seek 

independent advice on rockfall risks.   

 

3.8 Based on all the information I have seen, and on my own site visits and 

specific investigations, I consider that there is no basis to recommend any 

further changes to the location of the lines.  I have spent considerable time 

on the telephone with this submitter and tried to explain the position to him.   

Bearing in mind the actions and discussions I have had to date, I do not 

consider there is any value in going out on the site with the submitter.  It 

will not make any material difference to my professional opinion. 

 

4. SUBMISSION 1107: VAN DER WAL, 8 GLAS BRAE 

 

4.1 I have reviewed the hazard lines pertaining to this property.  I acknowledge 

that whilst the Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 boundary marginally 

crosses into the property (as shown in Figure 1 below), I believe this to be 

an error associated with digitising, where the intent was to remove the 

hazard line from the boundary.  This has not happened in this case and I 

recommend that the Council rectifies this so that the hazard line is 

removed from the property entirely. 
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Figure 1 showing the rockfall hazard management area 1 at the extreme north western edge of the 8 

Glas Brae property. 

 

5. SUBMISSION 162: KINGHAM, 101E BOWENVALE AVENUE 

 

5.1 Upon review of the Eliot Sinclair report dated 10 March 2015 and 

subsequent clarifications provided by Mr John Aramowicz on 13 March 

2015 which clarifies a technical query I had raised, I agree that the site 

specific study indicates that the Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 and 

2 get repositioned up slope to the cadastral boundary.  I believe it would be 

appropriate for these clarifications to be included in the original report.  

This is recommended on the basis that the report identified localised 

topographic affects that the regional mapping undertaken by GNS did not 

accurately define. 
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Figure 2 showing the revised lines recommended at 101E Bowenvale, Pink line indicates the 

recommended line for Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 and the brown line that of Hazard 

Management Area 2. 

 

6. SUBMISSION 58 : CLINTON - 315 PORT HILLS ROAD 

 

6.1 This submission seeks the adjustment of Rockfall Hazard Management 

Area 1 and 2 from the area around the dwelling, the justification being that 

this fits with the CERA decision to zone the property “green”. 

 

6.2 I have visited the site on a number of occasions, including once with the 

CERA Senior Geotechnical Engineer, Dr Jan Kupec.  I have also 

discussed this situation with the submitter.  

 

6.3 From a technical perspective, I believe the GNS modelling which underpins 

the hazard management areas to be correct as it relates to this property.  

 

6.4 In my view, the issue is really about how the technical information has 

been used in CERA “red zoning” decisions.  In this instance the GNS 

modelling (in particular the year 2016, 67% occupancy, no aftershock 

model), which has been verified by CERA indicates that although there is a 
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risk to the property from rockfall, at the dwelling it is lower (less than 10-4) 

than CERA use as their criteria for a red zone offer.  In effect, although the 

vast majority of the submitter’s property falls within the high risk area 

defined as Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1, the submitter’s dwelling 

does not but is located in the lower risk Rockfall Hazard Management Area 

2.   

 

6.5 I therefore cannot, on any technical basis, recommend any change to the 

hazard mapping for her property.  I consider the location of the lines to be 

appropriate. 

 

7. SUBMISSION 272 and 274, ALDRICH AND 1016 ALEXANDER, 2 AND 4 

QUARRY ROAD 

 

7.1 I am the Council's technical advisor on its mass movement remediation 

project.  This project involves removing the hazard or reducing the 

consequences  in four Class I mass movement areas which affect either 

residences and/or infrastructure (the risk assessments in the Class 1 mass 

movement areas are described in Dr Massey's evidence in chief at 6.17).   

 

7.2 Occupants of dwellings within these mass movement areas have been 

assessed by GNS Science for geotechnical hazard and risk.  The areas at 

risk include those dwellings located on the source of the landslide, as well 

as those in the area prone to inundation, referred to as the run-out zone.  

GNS has essentially identified two types of mass movement: the first is 

referred to as debris flow which comprises a dense mud fluid (and other 

debris caught in it like trees) derived from the soil mantle.  The second type 

of mass movement is referred to as a debris avalanche which is essentially 

a large mass of broken rock.  The debris flow is typically triggered by 

heavy or prolonged rainfall and the debris avalanche by earthquake 

shaking.  

 

7.3 These potential mass movements can be mitigated in a number of ways.  

The preferred solution is to remove the hazard which entails physically 

taking away the unstable material, typically resulting in a series of 

benches.  Another form of mitigation is to reduce the consequence of the 

mass movement by placing an engineered structure to ‘capture’ the failed 



Ian Wright Supplementary Evidence (CCC) - NH Proposal - Final - 25961427 v 1.DOC  Page 
8 

 

material.  Reinforced bunds have been considered in this regard and would 

be designed by a geotechnical engineer to intercept the failed material.   

 

7.4 It is my professional view that, based on the engineering design and the 

nature of the hazard, if done appropriately this hazard mitigation for mass 

movement areas essentially eliminates the risk.   

 

Council mass movement programmes  

 

7.5 The Council has an engineering hazard removal and/or mitigation 

programme at Maffeys Road (bund to catch possible debris flows), Quarry 

Road - The Brae (which includes the above-mentioned submitters where 

the work involves bench and batter slopes to remove unstable soil), 

Defender Lane (bund and source removal), and Quarry Road - Main Road 

(bench and batter slopes to remove unstable rock). 

 

7.6 For each of these sites, Council consultants have produced an engineering 

concept design to either remove or mitigate these hazards.   

 

7.7 The Quarry Road – Main Road work has been completed it but has not yet 

been signed off by an approved engineer.  

 

7.8 At Maffeys Road and Quarry Road - The Brae, detailed engineering design 

is still being undertaken.  Detailed site investigations and studies are 

necessary for detailed design, as the characteristics of each mass 

movement area, and of parts of mass movement areas, vary considerably.  

The final design for Maffeys Road will be complete in approximately 2 

weeks.  Although there has been considerable work undertaken as inputs 

for the design at Quarry Road - The Brae, additional sampling work is 

required at the site, including at 4 Quarry Road.   

 

7.9 I have reviewed the hazard lines pertaining to these properties associated 

with the Quarry Road - The Brae mass movement area and, based on the 

current factual circumstances, believe them to be technically correct.  I 

have visited the site on numerous occasions, including a site visit to 

discuss the hazards with Mr Alexander on 8 October 2014.  I have also 

had a number of discussions at Council with the two submitters. 
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7.10 The geotechnical investigation and risk assessment for all the Class I mass 

movement areas has been undertaken by GNS Science and has been 

extensively peer reviewed, including extra ground testing undertaken by 

Council appointed geotechnical consultants.  I therefore believe this hazard 

boundary to be accurate. 

 

7.11 It is my understanding that the Council's objective for this mass movement 

area referred to as Quarry Road -The Brae is removal of the hazard.  

Whilst detailed engineering design is still being undertaken, it is the intent 

of Council to provide a solution which includes a series of bench and batter 

slopes.  Council is in the process of acquiring certain properties and 

defining a detailed design for this works. 

 

7.12 It is my understanding that Council has had, and continues to have, 

detailed discussions with these two property owners on this subject. 

 

 

 

Dr Charles Ian Wright 

16 March 2015 
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ENDEAVOUR PLACE AND NORTON CLOSE ROCKFALL RISK REVIEW 
 
Council Senior Geotechnical Engineer, Dr Ian Wright has been asked to review the 
rockfall risk modelling undertaken by GNS Science in the vicinity of Endeavour Place 
and Norton Close.  A number of residents have raised the possibility that the GNS 
model may over emphasise the risk. 
 
I have therefore undertaken both a desktop review and site visit to understand the 
nature of the risk posed to the area from rockfall and make recommendations on the 
appropriateness of the risk lines with respect to the natural hazard chapter of the 
Council proposed district plan. 
 

 
Figure 1 showing the very steep rocky bluffs providing the major source area for 
rockfall.  Expected rockfall trajectories are shown as red arrows.  Strong topographic 
effects, namely two dominant ridges, dictate the direction of rockfall.  Red triangles 
are positions of boulders mapped by the PHGG (image courtesy of Google Earth).  
The turquoise triangle represents the position of the boulder which cannot be verified. 
 



 2 

 
Figure 2 presenting 3-D Hystone rockfall modelling (compliments of CERA) 
emphasising the channelling affect of the large valley (red arrow) in the vicinity of no6 
Endeavour Place.  

 
 
Figure 3 provides a photo looking down the boundary between no 7 and 9 Endeavour 
(the latter being red zoned) towards no 6 Endeavour showing the strong 
topographical effect relating to the properties in question.  Main rockfall risk area is in 
the valley (indicated by an arrow) 
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Figure 4:  Pink line shows recommended alignment of the Rockfall Hazard 
Management Area 1 boundary.   
 
This area has been audited taking into account: 
 

1. CERA’s findings 
2. Geovert 3-D rockfall modelling 
3. The location of boulders as mapped by the PHGG. 
4. A limited site visit. 

 
Based on this audit I recommend that the boundary of the Rockfall Hazard 
Management Area 1 (based on the GNS Model : yr 2016, 67% occupancy which 
underpins the of the proposed district plan) be modified to run along the margin of the 
red zoned properties (9 Endeavour, 6 and 3 Norton) as depicted in Figure 4.  The 
Rockfall Hazard Management Area 2 should be removed from below the modified 
line as mentioned above.   
 
This adjustment has essentially ‘released’ no 5 and 7 Endeavour as well as no 1 and 
2A Norton. In my original assessment dated 11 November 2014 I had also revised 
the boundary at no 4 Norton but could not justify removing it entirely from the 
cadastral boundary as there was evidence that a boulder landed in very close 
proximity.  However, upon further discussion with the property owners and Coffey 
Geotech consultants the position of the mapped boulder has been questioned.  I 
have not been able to verify the accuracy of this information and I have therefore 
essentially ignored this boulder position and moved the risk line slightly to the west 
which has essentially ‘freed’ the property at no 4 Norton Close.  
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It should however be remembered that this decision has been based on very limited 
site specific work and I would therefore recommend that the owners of these 
properties seek independent site-specific geotechnical advice on the risk from 
rockfall when a building consent is sought. 
 
Ian Wright 
Senior Geotechnical Engineer 
CCC 
05 February 2015 


