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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Charles Ian Wright.  I hold the position of Senior Geotechnical 

Engineer at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have been in this position 

since May 2013.  

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science in Geology and Applied Geology, Bachelor of 

Science with Honours in Engineering Geology, a Master of Science in 

Sedimentology and a Doctorate in Science in Geology, all from the University 

of KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa.  I have 27 years’ broad scientific and 

management experience in the diverse field of marine, coastal, environmental 

and exploration geology, geophysics and geotechnics.  

 

1.3 I have been engaged by the Council to give evidence in relation to the Open 

Space chapter, specifically where it pertains to geotechnical issues.  This 

evidence is a continuation of that already provided by me, including the 

provision of technical advice on the Natural Hazards Chapter and Residential 

Chapter of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

1.4 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 evidence relates to Chapter 18 Open Space of the pRDP, particularly 

issues associated with potential geotechnical issues which may be associated 

with re-zoning land at Yaldhurst Road and Heaton Street to Metropolitan 

Facilities Open Space Zone, in response to submissions. 

 

2.2 My evidence has been limited to the extent of what I have managed to gather 

from a desk-top study perspective. I am familiar with the sites having visited 

them but rely on available published information and my general knowledge of 

the areas for my geotechnical opinion as it largely pertains to 'in-ground' 

phenomenon which may not be evident from a site walkover. 
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3. GENERAL - CONSIDERATION OF SITE SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

Submission 2277:  466 - 482 Yaldhurst Road 

 

3.1 I note that this area is located to the west of the City on flat land and as such is 

not subject to slope stability or coastal hazards.  This property is located out of 

the Liquefaction management area and as such I believe there may be a low 

probability of this phenomenon being present. Regardless, if the site is 

susceptible to liquefaction I do not consider this to be a natural hazard in itself 

rather a geotechnical engineering challenge for which a mitigation can be 

provided for, if required.  I note the proposed activities are for both sealed and 

unsealed football fields as well as built structures including clubrooms and a 

covered stadium.  These built structures will have to conform with the 

geotechnical requirements as set out in the Building Act 2004 and as such I 

have no concerns as the Building Act addresses geotechnical requirements in 

relation to buildings and structures.  The playing fields, especially the sealed 

fields may be damaged during a liquefaction event if an engineering ground 

mitigation solution is not considered but I consider this a commercial decision 

as it may be more cost effective to re-level and reseal post another event 

rather than mitigate the ground against liquefaction. 

 

Submission 2343:  83D Heaton Street 

 

3.2 This property lies to the north of the city centre and is located on relatively flat 

land. I also note that the post-earthquake series of photographs show 

considerable evidence of liquefaction induced sand ejecta indicating that the 

land is susceptible to liquefaction which is reflected in the property being 

located within the liquefaction management area. However, I understand that 

the proposed use of the land is primarily for recreational activities and from a 

geotechnical and geohazard perspective see no reason for this to not be 

allowed as MBIE have provided considerable guidelines on how best to build 

back in these areas, and also the building consent process, in respect of any 

buildings that are constructed on the site, will need to take liquefaction 

susceptibility into account.  
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Dr Charles IAN Wright 

19 January 2016 


