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DISCLAIMER

This report has been prepared by the Institute of Geological and Nuclear
Sciences Limited (GNS Science) exclusively for and under contract to
Christchurch City Council.

The report considers the risk associated with geological hazards. As there
is always uncertainty inherent within the nature of natural events GNS
Science gives no warranties of any kind concerning its assessment and
estimates, including accuracy, completeness, timeliness or fitness for
purpose and accepts no responsibility for any actions taken based on, or
reliance placed on them by any person or organisation other than
Christchurch City Council.

GNS Science excludes to the full extent permitted by law any liability to any
person or organisation other than Christchurch City Council for any loss,
damage or expense, direct or indirect, and however caused, whether
through negligence or otherwise, resulting from any person or
organisation's use of, or reliance on this report.

The data presented in this Report are available to GNS Science for other
use after the public release of this document.
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