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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 (Panel) on 18 March 2015 that I clarify a number 

of technical issues pertaining to Submission 1422, Fox, 22 Bridle Path 

Road and provide evidence in respect of Submission 1196, Farrant, 49 

Horotane Valley Road.  

3. SUBMISSION 1422: FOX, 22 BRIDLE PATH ROAD

3.1 I can confirm that I have had a number of telephone and email 

communications with Mr Fox and his geotechnical advisor, Mr Aramowicz 

seeking to clarify a number of points pertaining to the Eliot Sinclair Report 

Number 264061 dated February 2015.  I have also reviewed additional 

information in the form of 3 photographs and an email provided to me by 

Mr Fox on 19 March 2015.

3.2 A question raised to me by the Panel on 18 March 2015 was whether the 

Eliot Sinclair report specifically included the effect of both the mature pine 

tree stand and informal rock catch fence strung up along these trees in the 

site specific AIFR calculations provided.  My response to the Panel was 

that I believed that the calculations did not include these as it followed the 

GNS methodology which includes a bare earth modelling philosophy.  I can 

now advise the Panel that I have confirmed with Mr Aramowicz that this is 

the case.
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3.3 The Eliot Sinclair report states that the site specific AIFR for the proposed 

building platforms for Lots 8 to 11 (the uppermost slope lots) have an AIFR 

of less than 10-5 for both Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 and 2, and 

the series of photographs which were shown to the Panel by Mr Fox depict 

this line as one proposed to be set back approximately 145m from the 

Bridle Path Road along the western boundary of this site.  My 

understanding is that this would be in a similar proximity to the 80m 

contour line.  Whilst I agree with this finding with regard the 10-5 line, this 

line has no standing in the pRDP as the Rockfall Hazard Management 

Areas 1 and 2 are underpinned by a 10-4 AIFR line.  In the absence of a 

site-specific 10-4 AIFR provided for the upper slope boundary, I am 

required to infer the revised boundaries for the Rockfall Hazard 

Management Area 1 and 2 using my own calculations and judgement.  I 

have done this as depicted in Figure 1 below:

Figure 1 showing the proposed revised lines for Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 (pink) and Rockfall Hazard 

Management Area 2 (brown) for 22 Bridle Path Road.
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4. SUBMISSION 1196: FARRANT,  49 HOROTANE VALLEY ROAD

4.1 This submission seeks the removal of Rockfall Hazard Management Areas 1 

and 2 from the property at 49 Horotane Valley Road. 

4.2 No evidence in the form of a geotechnical report supports this submission. Mr 

Farrant does however provide anecdotal evidence in his submission which 

includes a walkover of his neighbour's property where the rockfall comes from. 

4.3 I have reviewed the available information that I have regarding rockfall risk to 

this property.  This includes site observations made by the PHGG and 2D 

rockfall modelling.  Whilst I agree that there were no rocks found on the 

property associated with the recent earthquakes, the PHGG did map a 

significant number of boulders that were stopped by a tree line associated with 

the neighbour's property (highlighted in Figure 2 below).  These rocks 

originated from a significant series of outcrops above these properties. 

4.4 Whilst I also acknowledge that many of these rocks may have been released 

from remedial work undertaken at the source. Rather than discounting them 

because of this, I believe they provide further evidence that upon release, 

regardless of the trigger, rocks have the ability to reach the same position and 

would invariably travel further downslope on to the submitter's property in the 

absence of such a barrier.  I do however acknowledge that blasting may 

provide an additional energy to the boulders than may naturally happen, but 

my understanding of this work was that it included scaling, where rocks are 

manually prised off the outcrop and would thus simulate natural trigger events.

4.5 Rockfall modelling indicates that, in the absence of this tree line, significant 

boulders would have reached the property in question. 

4.6 I have therefore concluded that although the property is protected to a certain 

degree by the tree line, this is not deemed to be a mechanism which removes 

the hazard (the trees reduce the risk rather than take the hazard away).  

4.7 I therefore recommend that there be no change to the hazard lines as 

presented in the pRDP for this property.
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Figure 2 showing the Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 and 2 for the property at 49 Horotane Valley.  The 

green area indicates a mature stand of trees where a significant number of rocks were caught (at least 20).

Dr Charles Ian Wright

19 March 2015


