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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Wendy Susan Anne Saunders.  My qualifications and 

experience are set out in my primary evidence for the Stage 1 Natural 

Hazards hearing, dated 20 February 2015.1  

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of rebuttal 

evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings 

panel.   

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 While I gave evidence for the Crown in respect of the Stage 1 Natural 

Hazards hearing, I did not prepare primary evidence in relation to this 

hearing, relating to the Panel's further consideration of whether there 

should be a certification regime in respect of Cliff Collapse Management 

Areas 1 and 2 ("CCMA1" and "CCMA2"). 

2.2 Nonetheless, I have been asked by the Crown to prepare rebuttal evidence 

in order to assist the Panel.  In my evidence I respond to the evidence of Mr 

Thomas Justice on behalf of KI Commercial Limited, and Dr Ian Wright and 

Dr Mark Yetton on behalf of Christchurch City Council ("Council").   

2.3 In particular, I express my views, as an expert natural hazards planner, on 

the proposed certification regime for CCMA1 and CCMA2, in terms of its 

compliance with: 

(a) relevant principles relating to non-delegation of decision-making 

powers, and certainty; and 

(b) the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA"), the Statement of 

Expectations ("SOE") and relevant higher order planning 

instruments. 

2.4 I also present (in Appendix 1) a further draft of the certification regime put 

forward by Mr Justice, updated to take into account the changes proposed 

by Dr Wright and Dr Yetton, which I support, together with associated 

amendments to Policy 5.2.4.2.   

                                                
1
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-

2-15.pdf. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
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2.5 This evidence is therefore in the nature of rebuttal because it responds, in 

planning terms, to the views expressed by technical experts (Mr Justice, Dr 

Wright, and Dr Yetton) regarding the appropriateness of a certification 

regime. 

2.6 In developing my evidence I have discussed matters with Dr Chris Massey, 

Senior Engineering Geologist, at GNS Science.  Dr Massey gave evidence 

on behalf of the Council and the Crown in the Stage 1 Natural Hazards 

hearing,2 and was a contributor to various GNS Science Consultancy 

reports relating to cliff collapse, including to the methodologies to assess 

risk that form part of the proposed certification regime. 

3. MATTERS CONSIDERED 

3.1 In preparing this evidence I have revisited, and continue to rely upon, the 

evidence I provided earlier to the Panel in respect of Stage 1 Natural 

Hazards, namely my evidence-in-chief dated 20 February 2015. 

3.2 I have also revisited other relevant evidence provided to the Panel in that 

earlier process, including: 

(a) the statement of evidence of Janice Carter for the Council dated 13 

February 2015;3 and 

(b) the evidence-in-chief of Andrew Willis for the Crown dated 20 

February 2015.4 

3.3 I have also read the statements of evidence of other relevant witnesses 

provided to the Panel in the context of this hearing, being: 

(a) the evidence of Thomas Richard Justice on behalf of KI Commercial 

Ltd, dated 15 December 2015; 

(b) the supplementary evidence of Dr Charles Ian Wright on behalf of 

the Council, dated 22 December 2015; and 

(c) the supplementary evidence of Dr Mark David Yetton on behalf of 

the Council, dated 22 December 2015. 

                                                
2
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Dr-Christopher-Massey-Natural-Hazards-

13-2-15.pdf; http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Rebuttal-Dr-Christopher-
Massey-27-2-15.pdf. 
3
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Ms-Janice-Carter-Natural-Hazards-13-2-

15.pdf. 
4
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Andrew-Willis-Natural-Hazards-20-2-

15.pdf. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Dr-Christopher-Massey-Natural-Hazards-13-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Dr-Christopher-Massey-Natural-Hazards-13-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Rebuttal-Dr-Christopher-Massey-27-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Rebuttal-Dr-Christopher-Massey-27-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Ms-Janice-Carter-Natural-Hazards-13-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/310-CCC-Ms-Janice-Carter-Natural-Hazards-13-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Andrew-Willis-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Andrew-Willis-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
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3.4 I have also read: 

(a) the Panel’s 'Decision 1 - Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes' dated 26 February 2015, with particular regard to the 

natural hazards objective; 

(b) a memorandum of counsel for the Crown regarding the Hearings 

Panel’s minute of 18 June 2015: Rockfall Certification – Natural 

Hazards Proposal, dated 24 June 2015;  

(c) a memorandum of counsel for the Council on rockfall certification 

dated 25 June 2015; and 

(d) the Panel's 'Decision 6 – Natural Hazards (Part) (and Relevant 

Definitions and Associated Planning Maps)' dated 17 July 2015 

("Decision 6"), with particular regard to the certification regime for 

rockfall that the Panel directed be included in the Replacement 

District Plan. 

4. PROPOSED CERTIFICATION REGIME 

4.1 CCMAs are characterised by steep cliffs that are highly susceptible to 

collapse.  As noted at paragraph 6.2 of Dr Yetton's evidence, CCMA1 

comprises the highest risk areas, closest in to the base of the associated 

cliffs.   

4.2 As a result of the 22 February 2011 earthquakes, five people died from cliff 

collapse.  This is considered a low number as many people were away from 

their homes at the time.5  Homes at the top and bottom of cliffs suffered 

extensive damage.  Given that risk to life, cliff collapse is therefore clearly a 

hazard that needs to be carefully considered and managed through land 

use planning.  The health and safety of people and communities is a key 

part of the sustainable management purpose of the RMA.   

4.3 In planning terms, a certification regime – that is, a regime whereby 

certification of a matter (in this case, the nature of a natural hazard) gives 

rise to a different activity status than would otherwise apply – can be valid 

                                                
5
 Taig, T.; Massey, C.; Taig, M.; Becker, J., Heron, D. 2015. Survey of Port Hills Red Zone Residents’ Experience 

following the 22 February 2011 Earthquake, GNS Science Report 2015/09. 29 p + 2 Appendices. 
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provided that there is no unlawful delegation of the Council's decision-

making power, and that the relevant rule is sufficiently certain.6   

4.4 A key issue relating to both criteria (i.e. delegation and certainty) is whether 

the certifier can objectively apply criteria in order to give the necessary 

certification, or whether an inappropriate amount of subjective judgement 

must be applied in order to do so.  If the latter, the certifier would in effect 

be making a decision more properly made by the Council, and the 

application of the relevant plan rule(s) would be uncertain (as it would 

depend on the subjective judgement of the certifier). 

4.5 From a planning perspective, I agree with the technical evidence provided 

by Drs Wright and Yetton that the proposed certification process outlined in 

Appendix A of Mr Justice's evidence is suitable with amendment, as 

outlined below. 

Deletion of CCMA1 from the certification regime 

4.6 In my view, CCMA1 areas are not appropriate for certification.  These are 

the most dangerous areas for life safety, involving four large cliff areas with 

a mapped risk (expressed as Annual Individual Fatality Risk ("AIFR")) of 

10-2 (refer Policy 5.2.4.1(b) – Slope Instability).7   

4.7 In expressing this view, I rely on the technical evidence of Dr Wright and Dr 

Yetton regarding the difficulties in assessing the nature and extent of cliff 

collapse in respect of larger cliffs.  For instance, Dr Wright's evidence is that 

certification in CCMA2 areas is appropriate because they typically relate to 

smaller cliffs:   

"This means that the topography and geology, in particular how the 

exact collapse mechanism would occur and the extent of the run out, 

are able to be defined more accurately.  As such, these areas lend 

themselves more clearly to the GNS methodology and there is far less 

likelihood of subjectivity or professional judgement needing to be 

exercised."8 

4.8 The same is not true of CCMA1 areas, where Dr Wright is of the view that 

"the manner in which [the relevant cliffs] collapsed, identifying the volume of 

                                                
6
 The relevant requirements were addressed, for example, in a memorandum of counsel for the Crown dated 24 

June 2015, and at paragraphs [277] to [281] of the Panel’s 'Decision 6 – Natural Hazards (Part) (and Relevant 
Definitions and Associated Planning Maps)' dated 17 July 2015. 
7
 Page 143 of Decision 6. 

8
 Supplementary evidence of Dr Wright dated 22 December 2015, at paragraph 6.4. 
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material, and the uncertainties around how far the debris (including fly rock) 

will go leads me to conclude there is too much uncertainty for a more 

"definitive" site specific study to resolve".9 

4.9 Moreover, in his evidence10 Mr Justice agrees that a certification regime for 

CCMA1 areas is unlikely to be useable, as “(…) it is unlikely that 

certification would be successful in demonstrating a tolerable risk for 

habitation (…)”.   

4.10 I therefore recommend that the certification regime proposed by Mr Justice 

is amended to remove CCMA1.  These changes are shown in Appendix 1 

to this evidence.  

Inclusion of CCMA2 in the certification regime (with a limitation) 

4.11 As noted above, Dr Wright supports the certification process for CCMA2, as 

those areas typically relate to smaller cliffs, and are less likely to require 

subjective judgement in the assessment methodology.  I support the 

certification regime being limited to smaller cliffs within CCMA2 areas for 

this reason. 

4.12 It is my understanding from Dr Yetton’s considers the threshold at which the 

certification regime should apply in CCMA2 areas is for cliffs up to 20m in 

height. evidence, and from discussions since, that for cliffs less than 20m in 

vertical height, an alternative assessment method option from that set out in 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2012/124 Port Hills Slope Stability: Life-

safety risk from cliff collapse in the Port Hills can be applied.11  For cliffs up 

to that height, the alternative method for assessing risk as set out in GNS 

Science Consultancy reports CR 2014/73 (Cliff St) and CR2014/75 (Quarry 

Road) 12 should be applied can be used.  I understand from the evidence of 

Dr Yetton and Dr Wright (and have discussed with my colleague Dr 

Massey) that a certifier can apply that method objectively, on the whole, 

with a relatively narrow scope for subjective judgement to be applied. 

4.13 I therefore recommend that if the Panel implements a certification regime 

for CCMA2, it is limited so that it only applies to cliffs 20m or less in height.  

                                                
9
 At paragraph 6.1. 

10
 At paragraph 29. 

11
 Supplementary evidence of Dr Yetton dated 22 December 2015, at paragraph 5.7. 

12
 Those reports are available at: http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-

73CliffStFINAL.pdf and http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-
75QuarryRoadFINAL.pdf. 

http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-73CliffStFINAL.pdf
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-73CliffStFINAL.pdf
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-75QuarryRoadFINAL.pdf
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Environment/Land/CR2014-75QuarryRoadFINAL.pdf
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I have proposed wording in Appendix 1 to this end, together with 

associated changes to Policy 5.2.4.2. 

5. THE PROPOSED CERTIFICATION REGIME ACCORDS WITH THE RMA 

AND HIGHER ORDER INSTRUMENTS 

5.1 In Decision 6 the Panel explains why its decision accords with the 

sustainable management purpose of the RMA, and with higher order 

instruments such as the SOE, Land Use Recovery Plan – Te Mahere 

Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP"), and the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement ("CRPS").13 

5.2 For the purposes of this evidence I do not repeat that reasoning or carry out 

an in-depth analysis of the various documents, but rather highlight below 

some key provisions that I consider relevant to the proposed extension of 

the certification regime. 

Statement of Expectations 

5.3 Point (a)(i) of the SOE sets an expectation of reducing reliance on resource 

consent processes within the District Plan.  The proposed certification 

regime for CCMA2 meets this expectation by not requiring resource 

consent if the certification requirements can be met.  This is an 

improvement on the existing framework, where CCMA2 is not included in 

the certification regime (and consent is therefore required for specified 

activities). 

5.4 Point (h) of the SOE requires the replacement District Plan to set a clear 

direction on the use and development of land for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating natural hazards.  In my opinion, the certification provisions 

included for rockfall in Decision 6 provide a clear direction for the use and 

development of land.  The addition of the CCMA2 areas into the certification 

provisions (while excluding the CCMA1 area to avoid the primary cliff 

collapse area) will not detract from this direction, but will provide increased 

clarity as to the requirements for CCMA2 areas.   

Land Use Recovery Plan 

5.5 The LURP provides a number of actions, land use policies and rules to 

assist the rebuilding and recovery of communities, to assist in achieving the 

                                                
13

 See for example paragraph [491]. 
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vision of the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch – Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha.  Under the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Act 2011, any decisions or recommendations made in relation to the 

proposed District Plan must be not be inconsistent with a recovery plan – in 

this case, the LURP.   

5.6 The LURP provides one action of particular relevance to this evidence:  

Action 42 (p37), which requires the Council to provide for the protection of 

people from risks in high hazard areas (as defined in the RPS) and other 

areas, particularly noting slope instability hazards.   

5.7 It is my opinion that the proposed certification regime, with recommended 

changes, meets the requirement of Action 42 of the LURP to provide 

protection of people from risks in CCMA1 and CCMA2.  

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

5.8 Policy 11.3.5 of the CRPS directs that subdivision, use and development of 

land shall be avoided if the risk from the natural hazard is considered to be 

unacceptable.  In determining what is unacceptable the likelihood or 

potential consequences of the event are to be considered and there is a 

direct reference to using formal risk-based approaches to managing natural 

hazards.  Where there is uncertainty as to the likelihood or consequences 

of a natural hazard event, the Council is required to adopt a precautionary 

approach. 

5.9 The proposed certification regime for CCMA2 areas uses formal objective-

based methodologies, limited to 20m cliff heights.  It is my opinion that the 

regime, with recommended changes, gives effect to the CRPS.  By 

contrast, based on Dr Wright's evidence, providing a certification regime for 

CCMA1 areas (and for cliffs greater than 20m in CCMA2 areas) would not 

accord with the precautionary approach. 

The sustainable management purpose of the RMA 

5.10 It follows, in my view, that the proposed extension of the certification regime 

would promote the sustainable management purpose of the RMA as it 

relates to the CCMAs, while appropriately protecting people’s health and 

safety.  It avoids the CCMA1 area, thereby reducing risks to life, and allows 

the site-specific assessment of CCMA2 areas where cliffs are 20m or less. 
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6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

6.1 In conclusion, in my view: 

(a) the Panel should implement a certification regime in respect of cliff 

collapse, but only in for CCMA2 areas;, and limited to cliffs up to 

20m in height;  

(b) to do so would promote the sustainable management purpose of the 

RMA as it relates to the CCMAs, while appropriately protecting 

people’s health and safety; and 

(c) the proposed certification regime, with proposed wording 

amendments outlined in my evidence, aligns with the requirements 

of the SOE, LURP and RPS.  It sets a clear direction on the use and 

development of land for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating natural 

hazards; and provides for the protection of people from risks in high 

hazard areas.   

6.2 A revised draft certification regime (together with amended wording to 

Policy 5.2.4.2) that reflects this evidence, based on Appendix A of Mr 

Justice’s evidence, is provided in Appendix 1.  

 

Wendy Susan Anne Saunders 

2013 January 2016 
  



 

 Page 10 

APPENDIX 1 – UPDATED PROPOSED CERTIFICATION REGIME FOR CLIFF 
COLLAPSE MANAGEMENT AREAS 
 

RED = evidence of Justice 

GREEN = original evidence of Saunders 

PURPLE = revised evidence of Saunders 

5.2.4.2 Policy – Site-specific risk assessment for AIFR Certificates in areas 

potentially affected by rockfall and cliff collapse 

a. Provide for site-specific assessment of risk from rockfall and cliff collapse 

in accordance with the method and parameters described in Policy 

5.2.4.1a. (along with all relevant site-specific information) in order to allow 

for the issue of Rockfall and Cliff Collapse AIFR certificates.  

b. Make information from site-specific assessments of risk from rockfall and 

cliff collapse (which have been certified by the Council) readily publicly 

available.  

c. Regularly notify changes to the Plan, as required to change the planning 

maps, in order to reflect updated information from site-specific 

assessments of life-safety risk from rockfall and cliff collapse which have 

been certified by the Council.  

(…) 

5.5.1.2 Exceptions to Rule 5.5.1.1 – Rockfall AIFR Certificate 

a. The Council will issue an Rockfall AIFR Certificate (which will be valid for 

2 years from the date of issue) which specifies the calculated AIFR from i. 

and ii. below for an identified area of land in Rockfall Management Area 1, 

Rockfall Management Area 2 and Cliff Collapse Management Area 2 only, 

when the following procedure is undertaken and the requirements of the 

procedure are satisfied: 

i. The Council has received a report, in respect of an identified area 

of land, prepared by a Chartered Professional Engineer with 

requisite experience in geotechnical engineering or a 

Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), which 

calculates the AIFR from rockfall or cliff collapse for the identified 

land in the following manner: 
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If the land is in Rockfall Management Area 1: 

A. Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in the 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2011/311 Port Hills 

Slope Stability: Pilot Study for assessing life-safety risk 

from rockfalls (boulder rolls), and any subsequent 

updates to this report by GNS Science, using the 

parameters listed in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1a. for 

Rockfall Management Area 1 along with any relevant 

site-specific information, and other parameters in the 

GNS Science report (calculation 1(a)). 

B. If the risk (AIFR) resulting from calculation 1(a) is less 

than that shown in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1a for 

Rockfall Management Area 1 (≥10-4), then using the 

same method set out in the GNS Science Consultancy 

Report 2011/311 Port Hills Slope Stability: Pilot Study for 

assessing life-safety risk from rockfalls (boulder rolls), 

and any subsequent updates to this report by GNS 

Science, calculate the AIFR using the parameters listed 

in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1 for Rockfall Management 

Area 2 along with all relevant site-specific information, 

and other parameters listed in the GNS Science report 

(calculation 1b). 

If the land is in Rockfall Management Area 2: 

C. Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in the 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2011/311 Port Hills 

Slope Stability: Pilot Study for assessing life-safety risk 

from rockfalls (boulder rolls), and any subsequent 

updates to this report by GNS Science, using the 

parameters listed in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1a. for 

Rockfall Management Area 2 along with all relevant site-

specific information, and other parameters in the GNS 

Science report (calculation 2(a)). 

If the land is in Cliff Collapse Management Area 1: 

D. Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in the 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2012/57 Port Hills 
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Slope Stability: Pilot study for assessing risk from cliff 

collapse, and any subsequent updates to this report by 

GNS Science, using the parameters listed in the Table in 

Policy 5.2.4.1a. for Cliff Collapse Management Area 1 

along with any relevant site-specific information, and 

other parameters in the GNS Science report (calculation 

3(a)). 

If the land is in Cliff Collapse Management Area 2, and the cliffs 

are 20m or less in height: 

D.E. Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in 

GNS Science Consultancy Reports CR2014/73 (Cliff 

Street) and CR2014/75 (Quarry Road) (calculation 3(a)) 

Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in the 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2012/124 Port Hills 

Slope Stability: Life-safety risk from cliff collapse in the 

Port Hills, and any subsequent updates to this report by 

GNS Science, using the parameters listed in the Table in 

Policy 5.2.4.1a. for Cliff Collapse Management Area 2 

along with all relevant sitespecific information, and other 

parameters in the GNS Science report (calculation 4(a)). 

If the land is in Cliff Collapse Management Area 2: 

D. Apply the method for assessing the risk as set out in the 

GNS Science Consultancy Report 2012/124 Port Hills Slope 

Stability: Life-safety risk from cliff collapse in the Port Hills, 

and any subsequent updates to this report by GNS Science, 

using the parameters listed in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1a. 

for Cliff Collapse Management Area 2 along with all relevant 

site-specific information, and other parameters in the GNS 

Science Consultancy Report (calculation 3(a)). 

or as an optional alternative to the above: 

E.  If the cliff is 20 metres or less in vertical height, apply the 

method for assessing the risk as set out in GNS Science 

Consultancy Reports CR2014/73 (Cliff Street) and 

CR2014/75 (Quarry Road) and any subsequent updates to 

these reports by GNS Science, using the parameters listed 
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in the Table in Policy 5.2.4.1a. for Cliff Collapse 

Management Area 2 along with all relevant site-specific 

information, and other parameters in the GNS Science 

Consultancy Reports (calculation 3(a)). 

AND 

ii. The Council has commissioned and received a peer review report 

from a Chartered Professional Engineer with requisite experience 

in geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering 

Geologist (IPENZ registered)**, which concurs with the 

application of the method required in i. above, and with the 

calculated AIFR(s) for the identified land. 

**The peer reviewer must not, at the time of undertaking the review, be 

employed by either: a) the same company as the company that authored 

the report received in i. above, or b) the Council. 

b. Where a valid Rockfall AIFR Certificate has been issued by the Council for 

an identified area of land, in accordance with the procedure described in 

Rule 5.5.1.2a. above, the activity status (for activities listed in Table 

5.5.1.1a) that applies to that land shall be that which applies to the Slope 

Instability Management Area specified in Table 5.5.1.2a. below. An 

Rockfall AIFR Certificate is valid for 2 years from the date of issue.  If the 

activity is commenced (in the case of a permitted activity) or a resource 

consent application is lodged within 2 years from the date of issue of the 

Rockfall AIFR Certificate, no further Certificate is required after the 2 year 

term expires. 

Table 5.5.1.2a 

Slope instability hazard 
management area 
applying to the land on 
the planning maps 

AIFR as specified in the 
site-specific Rockfall AIFR 
Certificate 

Slope Instability 
Management Area for the 
purpose of determining 
activity status for 
activities on the land 
(Table 5.5.1.1a) 

Rockfall 
Management Area 1 

Calculation 
1(a) 

≥10
-4

 Rockfall Management 
Area 1 

Calculation 
1(b) where 
required 

≥10
-4

 Rockfall Management 
Area 2 

<10
-4

 Remainder of Port Hills and 
Banks Peninsula 

Rockfall 
Management Area 2 

Calculation 
2(a) 

≥10
-4

 Rockfall Management Area 
2 

<10
-4

 Remainder of Port Hills and 
Banks Peninsula 
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Cliff Collapse 
Management Area 1 

Calculation 
3(a) 

≥10
-2

 Cliff Collapse Management 
Area 1 

10
-2

 to 10
-4

 Cliff Collapse Management 
Area 2 

<10
-4

 Remainder of Port Hills and 
Banks Peninsula 

Cliff Collapse 
Management Area 2 

Calculation 
34 (a) 

≥10
-4

 Cliff Collapse Management 
Area 2 

<10
-4

 Remainder of Port Hills and 
Banks Peninsula 

 
 
Notes: 

1. Calculated AIFRs specified in issued, valid Rockfall AIFR Certificates for 

identified areas of land, and valid certificates themselves, will be made freely 

available to the public, recorded in the Council’s Geographical Information 

System and provided in Land Information Memoranda. 

2. Changes to the District Plan will be regularly notified, as required to change 

the planning maps, in order to reflect updated information regarding life-

safety risk from rockfall and cliff collapse from issued Rockfall AIFR 

Certificates. 

 


