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INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Mark David Yetton.  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 rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the statements and 

supporting reports (rather than signed evidence) filed by the following 

parties: 

 

(a) Sian Collins and Peter McDonald, Submitter # 952; 

 

(b) David Collins and Siobhan Collins, Submitter #955; 

 

(c) Graeme Ingles and Jennifer Garing, Submitter # 1139;  

 

(d) John Young, Submitter # 136 (reports by Coffey Geotechnics (NZ) 

Ltd) 

 

(e) Sue Stubenvoll, Submitter # 845 (reports by Coffey Geotechnics 

(NZ) Ltd and Eliot Sinclair & Partners Ltd). 

 

3. SIAN COLLINS AND PETER MCDONALD, #952, 1105 DYERS PASS ROAD   

 

3.1 Sian Collins and Peter McDonald state1 they have a house site planned for 

their land following expert advice from geotechnical engineer Mr Ian 

McCahon also of Geotech Consulting Ltd, a long-time colleague of mine.  

Since our office building was destroyed in the 22 February 2011 

                                                   
1
 Submitter statement, dated 20 February 2015, page 2, paragraph 6 and page 3, paragraphs 11-12. 
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earthquake we have worked from separate offices, with Mr McCahon 

focussing primarily on liquefaction and flat land issues while I have 

focussed entirely on rock fall and mass land movement.  I did not know that 

Mr McCahon had prepared a report (dated 2013) on the land at 1105 

Dyers Pass Road until my site visit and meeting with the submitter on 5 

February 2015.  I have had no input or review role in Mr McCahon's work 

on the property. 

 

3.2 I do not agree with the second sentence of the extract of Mr McCahon's 

2013 report contained in paragraph 6 of the submitter statement.2  My 

reasons for this are set out in my evidence in chief at paragraphs 19.2 -

19.5.  There are rock outcrops with loose rocks present, albeit obscured by 

vegetation, approximately 200m north of the proposed building site that are 

upslope and able to roll in the direction of the proposed dwelling.  The GNS 

risk model for the area and the 3D rockfall modelling available on the 

CERA website both correctly recognise this possibility and in my expert 

opinion the current hazard management overlay boundaries are 

appropriate for the site. 

 

3.3 I agree with Mr McCahon that the proposed dwelling site is feasible from a 

rock fall risk perspective, because the risk is assessed in the GNS risk 

model to be less than an AIFR of 10-4 due to the distance from the source, 

and this meets the City Council's requirements with respect to risk levels 

for granting a building consent.  However, if work at the rock source such 

as scaling, meshing and bolting is not undertaken, I would recommend a 

dense protective screen of tree planting be undertaken within the upper 

half of 1105 Dyers Pass Road in conjunction with the future residential 

development of this site. 

 

4. DAVID COLLINS AND SIOBHAN COLLINS, #955, 28 ZEPHYR TERRACE 

 

4.1 David Collins states3 that following our site visit and meeting of 5 February 

2015 I agreed that I would approach from the top various rock outcrops 

that we could both see above his land, but my evidence in chief for this 

hearing does not mention that field work. 

                                                   
2
 Submitter statement, dated 20 February 2015, page 2, paragraph 6. 

3
 Submitter statement, dated 20 February 2015, page 3, paragraph 12. 
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4.2 I did approach the rock outcrops that we could see above Mr Collins' land 

by coming down and around off the Summit Road on 11 February 2015, 

the second of the dates noted in paragraph 19.2 of my evidence in chief.  

My inspections of the potential rock sources during that field work informed 

my evidence in chief, paragraphs 19.2-19.5.  There are rock outcrops with 

loose rocks present approximately 100m directly upslope of the top 

boundary of the 28 Zephyr Terrace land, albeit somewhat obscured by 

vegetation and blackberry, as can be seen in the top left corner of 

photograph 13A in Appendix 13 of my evidence in chief.  The GNS risk 

model for the area and the 3D rockfall modelling available on the CERA 

website both correctly recognise these potential sources. 

 

4.3 Mr Collins also states that together we looked at the outcrop of rock on his 

property at 28 Zephyr Terrace that is apparent in the centre of the 

photograph 13A in Appendix 13 of my evidence in chief.  We did look 

together, and I agree there was no obvious sign of damage to that bluff in 

the recent earthquakes.  However there is old talus below the bluff (refer 

Photograph 13A, lower left of bluff) and I have seen many examples of this 

type of projecting bluff suddenly disintegrating in strong local earthquakes, 

if the earthquake epicentre is located close or directly underneath it. 

 

4.4 My view remains that as stated in paragraph 19.5 of my evidence in chief 

the current rockfall management areas for 28 Zephyr Terrace be retained. 

 

5. GRAEME INGLIS AND JENNIFER GARING, #1139, 80 CRESSY TERRACE 

 

5.1 Graeme Inglis in his written further submission dated 19 February 20154 

following mediation on 16 February 2015 outlines an agreement reached 

that following our site visit and meeting of 5 February 2015 in the event of 

the removal of certain rocks my professional opinion would be that it would 

be appropriate to revise the hazard management overlay boundary with 

respect to 80 Cressy Terrace.  This is consistent with my evidence in chief 

at paragraph 13.3. 

 

                                                   
4
 Submitter # 1139 statement, dated 19 February 2015, pages 1&2, paragraphs 2 - 4 
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5.2 Removal of potential rock source in this way, under most circumstances, is 

not a reliable means of hazard removal but normally a method of mitigation 

(over time more loose rock can reappear through weathering).  However at 

80 Cressy Terrace the source has a low slope angle, small surface area, 

contains few defects (joints) and most of the source area has been 

scraped clean of loose boulders and is now buried under topsoil fill.  My 

inspections of the potential rock sources with Mr Inglis on 5 February 2015 

identified three remaining rocks during that field work that required 

removal. 

 

5.3 I inspected the site again on 25 February 2015  and I can now verify that 

this further removal work has happened.  I include the attached plan, 

Figure R1, showing the recommended realigned boundary which I now 

recommend.  

 

6. JOHN AND HEATHER YOUNG, #136, 72 LANDSDOWNE TERRACE 

 

6.1 I have read the recent reports prepared for Mr and Mrs Young by Coffey 

Geotechnics (NZ) Ltd (Coffey Geotechnics) dated 16 February 2015 and 

20 February 2015.5  I agree there is scope for some further minor 

refinement of line position in my recommendations in relation to the hazard 

management overlays within 72 Landsdowne Terrace that I presented as 

Appendix 17, Plan 1 of my evidence in chief. 

 

6.2 Accordingly, I attach as Plan R2 a recommended revision that takes into 

consideration the more detailed site specific information that Coffeys have 

now had time to gather and supply. 

 

7. SUE STUBENVOLL, #845, 40 BRENCHLEY ROAD 

 

7.1 Although not presented as a Statement of Evidence I have read the recent 

report prepared for Sue Stubenvoll by Coffey Geotechnics dated 20 

February 20156.  They have undertaken 2 dimensional rockfall analysis 

along transects agreed at our mediation meeting of 17 of February 2015.  

                                                   
5
 Coffey Ltd, letter reports to John & Heather Young, dated 16 and 20 February 2015, best summarised in Figure 2 of the 

20 February 2015 letter. 
6
 Coffey Ltd, letter report to Sue Stubenvoll 20 February.  



25891658_2.doc  Page 7 
 

They have adopted a methodology and input parameters also agreed at 

the meeting as being appropriate.  

 

7.2 I have reviewed the outputs of the Coffey Geotechnics modelling and 

made comparisons with available earlier 2 dimensional modelling work 

undertaken for parts of the local area.  I have supervised further 

2 dimensional analysis along two refinements of Coffey Geotechnics 

Transect 1.  Based on the various recent results, I now agree with Coffey 

Geotechnics' opinion that there is scope for some boundary adjustments in 

the rockfall hazard management overlays within 40 Brenchley Road7. 

 

7.3 Accordingly, I attach as Plans R3.1 and R3.2 a recommended revision of 

the boundaries that takes into consideration the recent detailed 2 

dimensional rockfall analysis that has now been completed.  In Plans R3.1 

and R3.2, the western extent of the existing rockfall management areas 

has been shifted east and away from the western gully to run along the top 

the so called “backbone” feature referred to by Coffey Geotechnics8 that 

separates the two gullies. 

 

7.4 However, it is important to note that the “backbone” feature is the remnant 

of an extensive and relatively young debris flow deposit associated with a 

former flood event in one or both of the two gullies at the site.  The deposit 

is composed of large boulders and gravel in a chaotic matrix of silty sandy 

gravel and appears to be approximately 2 – 3m thick.  Some of the 

individual boulders contained within the debris flow deposit are large 

enough to be visible on the current ground surface in attached Plan R3.1. 

 

7.5 Sue Stubenvoll in her written and verbal address in our mediation meeting 

on 17 February 2015 has noted as an example of her willingness to take 

risks that she was able to kayak down one or other of these gullies after 

the recent rains of March-April 2014, so in addition to a debris flow hazard 

there are likely to be potentially significant flood issues to also be 

considered if the area is ever to be developed for residential use. 

 

                                                   
7
 Coffey Geotechnics letter report to Sue Stubenvoll dated 20

th
 February 2015, page 5, paragraph 4. 

8
 Coffey Geotechnics letter report to Sue Stubenvoll dated 20

th
 February 2015, page 5, paragraph 4. 
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7.6 To date none of the various Coffey Geotechnics reports have raised the 

issue of debris flows or flash floods in the gully areas, despite noting 

relatively minor issues on the slopes such as tunnel gully erosion9.  In my 

professional opinion the debris flow issue is a significantly more serious 

risk to life and property in the gully areas of 40 Brenchley Road than 

rockfall, however I am not qualified to provide an expert opinion on the 

degree of flood risk. 

 

7.7 It is critical that there be detailed investigation and risk assessment of both 

of these potential hazards by appropriately qualified specialists before any 

further serious consideration is given to development of the area of 

residential zoned land at 40 Brenchley Road, Lyttelton.  

 

 

Mark David Yetton 

27 February 2015 

                                                   
9
 Coffey Geotechnics report- Rockfall assessment of the Stubenvoll property at 40 Brenchley Road, Lyttelton, Christchurch. 

Reference GENZCHRI15783AA. Dated 4 November 2014. Page 8, Section 8, paragraph 4. 
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Attachments 

 

Figure R1 

Plan R2 

Plan R3.1  

Plan R3.2 
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RHMA2
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FIGURE R1: Recommended adjustments to RHMA 1& 2 in
relation to 80 Cressy Terrace assuming removal of hazard
as agreed at mediation meeting 16th February 2015



Plan R2: Recommended revision of Plan 17.1 from Appendix 17,
Yetton, Evidence in Chief, within 72 Landsdowne Tce in response to
mediation and additional information from Coffeys Ltd dated 20/2/2015.
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Plan R3.1 - Recommended changes to boundaries of
RHMA 1 & 2 for 40 Brenchley Road, Lyttelton on aerial
photograph base with 1m contours and drainage features.
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Plan R3.2 - Recommended changes to boundaries of
RHMA 1 & 2 for 40 Brenchley Road, Lyttelton on planning
map base.
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