
 

 

 

BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

 

UNDER The Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury 
Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 
 
IN THE MATTER OF 

 
 
THE PROPOSED CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 
STAGE 1 

 
 
SUBMITTER 

 
 
# 845     MS SUSAN STUBENVOLL 

 

 

 

 

 
REPORT OF MEDIATION AND CHANGE OF RELIEF SOUGHT 

 
Dated 25 February 2014 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 PRESENTED FOR FILING BY: SUE STUBENVOLL 

     40 BRENCHLEY ROAD 

     LYTTELTON, 8082 

     Tel: 021 171 5921 



1. It is noted that a common theme raised by submitterss is the lack of “ground truthing” of data 

supporting the identification of Rockfall Hazard Management Zones as these apply to individual 

properties.  

(Ref: Joint Memorandum of Counsel, Dated 15 December 2014, submitted by Cameron and Co, 

Solicitors for twelve Port Hills submitters) 

 

2. This Submitter’s property is part rural and has been farmed continuously since 1846. Submitter 

remains in close, personal contact with the family which farmed it for six generations.  

 

3. Submitter personally tracked every source, path and rock that fell near the property during the 

2010-present events. No rocks have crossed the propery boundary in either direction.  

 

4. The Submitter commissioned a geotechnical assessment by Coffey of the proposed Hazard 

Management Zones and the identified Hazard transects to the North East of the Property. This 

report was submitted with the original submission #845. It showed ‘no appreciable risk’. 

 

5. A joint review of the Hazards on site by geotechnical engineers (‘geotechs’) Messers Yetton (for 

Cristchurch City Council), and Broadbent and Maurer (for the Submitter) accepted the above 

report related to the Hazard Transects to the NE of the property which showed ‘no appreciable 

risk’ from hazards outside and to the NE of the property; 

 

6. At the Joint review, the three geotechnical engineers also identified the following: 

 

a. Council geotech identified three additional potential Hazard Transects to the N of the 

property held rocks which could potentially be shaken or broken loose by a severe 

earthquake and roll down into gullies leading towards the property from the North; 

 

b. Council geotech recalled that rocks from a Hazard NOT affecting the property and to the 

West of the property had resulted in rocks rolling further than anticipated by GNS 

ground-truthing (geotechnical engineers all parked their vehicles between this hazard 

and this submitter’s property) and that these rock roll outcomes should be used to 

calibrate any further analysis of Transects potentially affecting the Submitter’s property; 

 

c. All geotechs identified that individual boulders embedded in the upper slopes of the 

property’s NE rural area, which were not previously perceived as a Hazard, could 

potentially be shaken or broken loose by a severe earthquake and roll down to the 

lower limit of the rural area within the property; 

 

d. All geotechs identified that the individual boulders imbedded in the upper slopes of the 

property’s NE rural area could be remediated by removalor decomposition. 

 



7. It is noted that the Independent Hearing Panel kindly PROVIDED FACILITIES for Mediation 

between experts from Christchurch City Council (geotechnical engineers and planner) and of the 

Submitter (geotechnical engineers and Submitter), which was held on 17th February 2015. 

 

8. In Mediation on 17th February 2015: 

 

a. The Submitter’s proposal that the rural land be assessed for 5% occupancy was rejected 

by Council’s planning expert, Ms Carter; 

 

b.  The Council’s planning expert Ms Carter, determined that no Hazard boundary changes 

would be accepted unless ALL Hazard Transects and Hazard Management Boundaries 

were revised; 

 

c. Mr Yetton proposed that he would extend the Hazard Management areas to reflect 

potential rock roll identified in 6c above,  if Submitter’s geotechnical experts submitted 

further analysis of the three additional Hazard Transects identified in 6a above, 

calibrated as identified in 6b above; 

 

9. Following Mediation, Submitter’s geotechnical engineers carried out analysis of the three 

Transects identified in 6a above, AND of the sector of the Transect identified in 6c above that 

could contribute to any area of the property relating to the other three transects, all such 

analysis calibrated as identified in 6b above. 

 

10. Submitter’s geotechnical engineers found NO risks to the Submitter’s property from Transects 

identified in 6a above and showed that the extent ofpotential  Hazard area from Transects 

identified in 6c above was limited entirely to the eastern side of all gullies within the Submitter’s 

property. Their report was submitted on 20 February at 16.48pm. 

 

11. Submitter requests that any extension to Hazard zones on the property by Council’s specialist 

geotechnical engineer be calibrated against similar terrain containing embedded rocks found on 

the western side of Lyttelton (eg Cressey Terrace) which have been designated Hazard Zone 2. 

 

12. Submitter respectfully requests the Independent Hearing Panel to accept that the Submitter 

haas gone through considerable stress, effort and expense to bring factual evidence to support 

this case and to add value to Port Hills knowledge bank and Lyttelton’s future housing potential. 

Dated 25th February 2015 

 

………………………………………………………… 

S M Stubenvoll (submitter # 845) 


