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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is John Thomas Aramowicz. I have a Bachelor of Engineering (Mining), 

and am a Member of the Institute of Professional Engineers New Zealand (IPENZ), 

the New Zealand Geotechnical Society (NZGS). 

2 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng) in the practice areas of Civil and 

Geotechnical Engineering. 

3 I have over 15 years of experience as an engineer working in both the mining and 

land development industries.  

4 I have been employed by Eliot Sinclair since 2004, where I now hold the position of 

Associate as a Senior Civil & Geotechnical Engineer. In my role, I am responsible for 

overseeing a variety of engagements that are associated with various aspects land 

development, including assessment of natural hazards due to falling debris, land 

sliding, flooding, erosion and subsidence. 

5 I have 11 years of engineering consulting experience across Christchurch, the Port 

Hills and Banks Peninsula where I have been involved with geotechnical and civil 

engineering investigations, assessments, design and construction of residential and 

industrial subdivisions, roads, driveways, building foundations, retaining walls, rock 

fall/roll mitigation, slope stability, flood mitigation, effluent disposal, and contract 

management. 

6 I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses set out in the Environment 

Court Practice Note 2014 and confirm that I have complied with the code in the 

preparation of this statement and the attached report.  

7 The information provided in my report is within my area of expertise, except where I 

state that I am relying on information provided by another party. I have not knowingly 

omitted facts or information that might alter or detract from the opinions I express. 

Scope of evidence 

8 I have been engaged by Lisa Borren and Shaun Cotterill (the ‘Submitter’) to provide 

evidence with regard to a site specific assessment of the Annual Individual Fatality 

Risk for 52 Morgans Valley (the ‘site’) in relation to the Natural Hazards Chapter of 

Christchurch City Council’s (CCC) Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

(PCRDP). 
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9 I consider that 52 Morgans Valley should not be within rockfall hazard management 

areas RHMA 1 or RHMA 2 of the PCRDP.  Attached as Appendix A is my report 

containing my full assessment of the site. 

REASONS SUPPORTING THE EXCLUSION OF 52 MORGANS VALLEY FROM RHMA 1 

AND 2.  

Topography  

10 The topography of the site is such that the risk from rockfall or boulder roll is less 

than other nearby sites. The eastern flank of the site slopes steeply down to a gully 

along the eastern boundary, which serves to ‘channel’ rockfall away from the 

dwelling.  

Rock outcropping 

11 The large bluffs where rockfall is likely to originate from are located around 450 to 

600m south of 52 Morgans Valley, well south of the pine trees, farm track and deer 

fence located above and south of the property.  

12 There is also a significant area of bluffs located above Summit Road, which were a 

significant source of debris in the February 2011 earthquake. This area was drilled 

and blasted in late 2014 to reduce large concentrations of unstable rock, and the 

blasted rock has discharged to the main Southeast Gully, but there was no rockroll 

across to 52 Morgans Valley.  

Rock roll 

13 Aerial photography of the site following the earthquakes does not show any boulders 

across the slope immediately south (ie within 50m) of the dwelling. This is consistent 

with the information I have received from the homeowners, who state that there was 

no rockfall down to the dwelling, or boulders that came to rest across the slope 

between the dwelling and pine trees to the south, in any of the Canterbury 

earthquakes.  

Calculations of AIFR  

14 The following sections summarise the calculations I undertook to determine the level 

of risk to life at both the dwelling, and to the property overall.  

15 Without topographic factors included (which I consider to be an extremely 

conservative approach), the calculated AIFR for both RHMA1 and RHMA2 is less 

than 10
-4 

and therefore the dwelling is considered to have an acceptable level of risk 

to people and property from natural hazards.  
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16 Further, when the significant topographic features of the slope above the site are 

taken into account, particularly the convex slope to the southwest and the deep gully 

to the south, the AIFR at the dwelling is calculated to be less that 10
-4

. My 

assessment is based on a nominal 50% reduction to average boulder concentration 

which I still consider is conservative as my calculations have not taken the presence 

of the two small farm tracks into account. These features would tend to absorb 

rockfall energy and decelerate any boulder roll across the area, and reduce the 

likelihood of rockroll to the site. In summary, the site-specific AIFR to the dwelling 

that is calculated to be less than 10
-4

 is still conservative (i.e. calculated risk is higher 

than actual risk). 

17 I have also assessed the risk of rockroll to the balance of the land by taking the 

effect of topography into account. My calculations conclude the AIFR to the upper 

south part of the site for RHMA1 is less than 10
-4 

and around 10
-4 

for RHMA2. This 

upper part of the site is very unlikely to ever be built on due to the steepness, and so 

a 100% occupancy for this is unrealistic. Therefore, we conclude that the AIFR is 

much less than suggested by the theoretical calculations.  

Conclusion 

18 Based on the above, I am confident in my assessment that the risk to life from 

rockfall or boulder roll at 52 Morgans Valley is less that 10
-4

. Therefore, the RHMA 1 

and 2 lines should be altered to exclude the property from these areas.  

19 I am happy to answer any questions the Panel may have in relation to the 

information provided within both this evidence and my report.  

 

JOHN THOMAS ARAMOWICZ 

20 February 2015.  








































