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INTRODUCTION  

1 My name is Thomas Richard Justice.  My qualifications and experience are 

set out in my evidence in chief dated 15 December 2015. 

2 I have read the Environment Court's Code of Conduct and agree to comply 

with it. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of evidence are 

within my area of expertise. The data, information, facts and assumptions I 

have considered in forming my opinions are set out in the part of the evidence 

in which I express my opinions. I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3 I have read the evidence filed on behalf of the Christchurch City Council in 

relation to this matter. My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the 

evidence in chief of the following witnesses: 

(a) Dr Ian Wright 

(b) Dr Mark Yetton  

CERTIFICATION REGIME FOR CLIFF HAZARDS 

4 In general terms, I and the Council’s experts agree that from a theoretical and 

technical perspective, cliff collapse hazards are suitable for certification of the 

type directed by the Panel (paragraph 5.1 of Dr Yetton’s evidence, paragraph 

5.1 of Dr Wright’s evidence). 

5 I have also reviewed paragraphs 5.2 to 5.7 of Dr Yetton’s evidence, in which 

he discusses the categories of potential justification for changes to CCMAs 

based on altering the likelihood of a cliff collapse hazard occurring. I agree 

with his comments which succinctly capture the points raised in paragraph 20 

of my evidence. 

6 There are collectively two main points of difference in our opinions as follows: 

(a) Treatment of parameters for consequence 

(b) Certification of CCMA1 
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7 I discuss each of these matters below and provide some further comment on 

wording of the proposed certification provisions in response to the evidence of 

Mr Yetton and Dr Wright. 

TREATMENT OF PARAMETERS FOR CONSEQUENCE 

8 In paragraph 4.3 of Dr Wright’s evidence, he suggests that many of the 

calculation parameters from the GNS reports (i.e. not just the methodology) 

must be utilised. Additionally in paragraph 5.6 he also states that the 

occupancy rate should be ‘locked in’ for the purposes of a certification 

assessment. 

9 I agree that the risk assessment methodology should follow that outlined in the 

GNS reports. However as stated in Paragraphs 13, 28 and 37 of my evidence 

in chief, assessment of consequence is a key part of risk assessment.  

Occupancy forms the key aspect of this.  Having a ‘locked-in’ value denies the 

ability to undertake a comprehensive risk assessment, and denies 

practitioners the ability to adjust risk based on the specifics of an individual 

site.  Elements such as the inundation zone being a garden or driveway for 

example, where occupancies would be expected to be significantly lower that 

a house would then not be able to be assessed. 

10 It is my opinion that occupancy values should therefore not be locked in.  

Standard occupancy values for a garden, driveway or house could be derived 

to provide a consistency of approach. 

APPLICATION TO CCMA1 

11 I note that Dr Yetton and I suggest that the proposed certification should be 

applied to CCMA1, whilst Dr Wright is of the opinion that it should not.  All 

parties acknowledge that it is unlikely that certification of CCMA1 areas would 

lead to significantly different risk levels than have already been calculated. 

12 In my opinion, it is theoretically possible that with enough expenditure, a cliff 

collapse hazard in CCMA1 could be engineered to the point where risks could 

be reduced to a tolerable level.  I therefore believe that for reasons of 

consistency, provision should be allowed for certification of CCMA1 areas. 
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WORDING OF CERTIFICATION PROVISIONS  

13 In paragraph 6.1 of Dr Yetton’s evidence, he suggests that some additional 

wording should be included in the draft certification provisions in regard to 

assessment of cliffs less than 20m high.  I agree on a technical level with Dr 

Yetton.  However, I would suggest that additional wording in the draft is not 

required.  The draft provisions already state that the any risk assessment 

certification must be undertaken by an appropriately qualified person, and that 

this work shall be subject to peer review.  It would be my expectation that an 

appropriate qualified professional should be able to apply his or her judgement 

as required and it is therefore not necessary to be more prescriptive. 

14 Finally, at paragraph 5.3 of Wright’s evidence, he refers to using the 

methodology contained within Report 2012/57 when carrying out a site 

specific assessment. However, as discussed at paragraphs 14-20 of my 

evidence in chief, this report relates to the “pilot study” cliffs, all of which I 

understand are identified as CCMA1.in the Proposed Plan. For CCMA2, I 

consider that the appropriate report to refer to is Report 2012/124 which 

relates to the “non- pilot study” cliffs that are identified as CCMA2 in the 

Proposed Plan. This is reflected in the proposed wording of the rule at 

Appendix A to my evidence in chief.  

 

 

Richard Justice  

13 January 2015 


