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LYTTELTON PORT COMPANY LIMITED - NATURAL HAZARDS CHAPTER

1 We act for the Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC).  We attended the Natural 
Hazards Chapter pre-hearing conference this morning on behalf of LPC.

2 At the conclusion of the pre-hearing the Panel asked those submitters who sought:

2.1 a site visit by the Panel;  and/or

2.2 facilitated mediation with the Christchurch City Council (CCC)

to liaise with the Secretariat before they left the hearing.

3 Our perception is that the request from the Panel was primarily directed at lay 
submitters who own a residential property and therefore we did not speak with the 
Secretariat this morning.

4 We are therefore writing to you separately in relation to the topics of:

4.1 assisted mediation;  and

4.2 a site visit by the Panel.

Mediation
5 As you are aware LPC has two experts who have been participating in geotechnical 

and planning caucusing.

6 LPC’s planner, Mr Clease, advises us that while the planning caucusing is due to 
reconvene tomorrow there are a large number of parties involved and the forum is 
not ideal for the discussion and potential resolution of LPC’s submission which is 
very detailed and specific to Port operations.

7 The matters raised in LPC’s submission are not of interest to the other parties 
attending the caucusing and discussion of the detail in LPC’s submission would 
occupy an undue proportion of the time set aside for caucusing to occur.
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8 Therefore LPC seeks a specific facilitated mediation session between CCC (and CERA 
to the extent it is interested) and LPC on LPC’s submission on natural hazards as 
soon as possible and preferably prior to 13 February 2015.

Site visit
9 On the question of a site visit LPC considers there would be benefit in the Panel 

visiting the Port.  

10 In relation specifically to the issue of natural hazards LPC’s essential position is that 
while they agree that parts of LPC’s land are located at risk from rockfall and cliff 
collapse the application of residential risk zones to LPC is inappropriate in given that 
they are based on 16 hours/day occupancy (rockfall) and 90% occupancy (cliff 
collapse).  Many areas of the Port have very limited occupancy and therefore rockfall 
in those areas poses a very low life risk.

11 In addition LPC has carried out mitigation works post earthquake such as extensive 
rock bolting and meshing.  This has reduced the rockfall hazards which has not been 
reflected in work carried out by CCC.

12 In relation to the risk of liquefaction LPC is seeking Port specific rules which 
differentiate the Port and its infrastructure from other residential areas of 
Christchurch which are prone to the risk of primarily residential property damage 
from liquefaction.

13 It would be helpful therefore if the Panel could view the Port and the activities that 
take place there in the context of considering risks related to rockfall/cliff collapse 
and liquefaction.

14 We have copied this letter to Simpson Grierson (for James Winchester/Sarah Scott).

Yours faithfully

Jo Appleyard
PARTNER

DIRECT: +64 3 353 0022

EMAIL: jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com


