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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Stuart Camp. I am a Principal in the national acoustical 

consulting firm of Marshall Day Acoustics. I hold a Science degree from 

Auckland University, majoring in Mathematics and Acoustics. I have worked in 

the field of acoustics with Marshall Day Acoustics for the last 32 years. I 

established the Christchurch office in 1997. 

1.2 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to noise issues arising out of the proposed rural chapter, 

particularly with respect to noise from quarrying activities. 

1.3 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to noise as part 

of the Replacement Plan process since February 2014.  

1.4 I have also assisted in revising noise rules for Ashburton, Invercargill, and 

Hurunui.. 

1.5 I have been involved with noise issues for a large number of quarries in the 

greater Christchurch area over the past 16 years, including giving evidence at 

Council and Environment Court hearings. 

1.6 I have also previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District 

Plan Hearings Panel as part of the Commercial and Industrial Chapters in 

relation to noise around Lyttelton Port. 

1.7 I acknowledge that I have read and am familiar with the Environment Court’s 

Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014, and agree to comply with it. My qualifications as an expert 

are set out above. Other than where I state that I am relying on the advice of 

another person, I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 

evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 The issues that my evidence will address are: 
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 The proposal to rezone Fulton Hogan’s current Pound Road quarry 

site from rural quarry to open space, and to rezone the current 

Templeton Golf Course site from open space to rural quarry, 

 Submissions relating to restrictions on operational hours for 

quarries, and 

 Setback requirements around quarries. 

2.2 My evidence has been prepared on the basis that both of the rezoning 

proposals would occur in tandem—not independently of each other. 

2.3 My evidence will focus on the effects of creating a quarry within the Golf 

Course site. I do not anticipate noise effects to arise from creating a golf 

course within a quarry site and I therefore do not intend to discuss this further. 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

3.1 District Plan noise standards are appropriate to ensure an acceptable level of 

noise if a quarry is established on the existing Templeton Golf Course site. 

3.2 A quarry can be designed to comply with the noise standards, although some 

mitigation is likely to be required for the main processing plant. 

3.3 A consenting process would be appropriate to address noise effects if a site 

access other than the existing Golf Course entrance is proposed. 

3.4 Restrictions on hours of operation for quarries are not required to address 

noise effects, provided quarries comply with night time permitted activity noise 

standards. That said, I support a consenting process when extended hours of 

operation are to be extended, to ensure that noise levels are properly 

assessed to ensure compliance. 

3.5 A 250 metre setback is ample to separate quarries from residential dwellings. 

4. POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF REZONING 

The existing environment 

4.1 The area around the Templeton Golf Course is exposed to noise from a 

number of sources. In particular: 
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 The 55 dB Ldn aircraft noise contour passes through the middle of 

the golf course; 

 Ruapuna Motorsport Park is directly west of the golf course on the 

opposite side of Hasketts Road; 

 There is considerable traffic noise, particularly from Pound Road, 

which serves as a heavy traffic bypass for Christchurch; 

 The Waterloo Business Park immediately to the east is rapidly being 

developed; and 

 There is considerable quarrying activity in the area. 

4.2 Overall, this area is reasonably noisy, and in my view the golf course site and 

its surrounds are better suited to activities that are not particularly sensitive to 

noise. 

4.3 The proposed Plan also includes rules that seek to limit residential activity in 

this area. 

Noise Rules under Status Quo 

4.4 The operative Christchurch noise rules apply at any site receiving noise. In 

other words, it doesn’t matter who or what produces the noise, the rules which 

apply are those which are appropriate for the receiving environment. This 

approach is maintained in the draft Proposed Plan noise rules. 

4.5 The most sensitive zone adjoining the Golf Course site is the Rural 5 land to 

the south. The noise rules which apply at the Rural 5 interface can be 

summarised as 50 dB LAeq during daytime
1
, and 41 dB LAeq at night. 

4.6 These rules are the same as for residential zones, and offer a good standard 

of acoustic amenity. Almost all District Plans in New Zealand set rules of 50—

55 dB during daytime (L10 or Leq) and 40—45 dB at night for residential and 

rural areas. There are very few exceptions to this. The Christchurch rules are 

therefore amongst the most stringent in the country. 

                                                   
1
 Daytime is defined in the operative Plan as being 0700—2200. The rules also include Lmax controls which I have omitted for 

simplicity. 
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4.7 Whilst the proposed rules have not yet been finalised, it is unlikely that they 

will change significantly, in that the rules that apply to rural zones will need to 

ensure an appropriate standard of residential amenity. 

Noise Rules under proposed rezoning 

4.8 The noise rules which will apply at the Rural 5 interface, and indeed all zone 

interfaces, will remain unchanged as a result of the proposed rezoning 

proposals. 

4.9 In other words, the permitted level of noise at the Rural 5 interface is the same 

irrespective of the zoning of the Golf Course site. 

Noise effects of rezoning 

4.10 Despite the noise rules remaining unchanged, there is no question that 

quarries produce noise more often than a golf course. 

4.11 Noise from a golf course tends to be intermittent, with sources such as people 

talking, course maintenance, irrigation, and vehicles. Whilst these activities 

could produce noise at a level which only just complies with the District Plan 

noise rules, they will only do so sporadically. 

4.12 Conversely, noise from a quarry is essentially continuous throughout the 

working day, dominated by crushing and screening plant, with heavy vehicle 

movements and loaders added. Hence, while the level of noise may be similar, 

quarry noise will occur over much longer periods of time than golf course 

noise. 

4.13 This change is arguably one of changed amenity, rather than a noise effect per 

se. The District Plan noise rules are designed to ensure an appropriate level of 

acoustic amenity in each receiving environment. As already discussed, the 

operative rules are reasonably stringent, and the adjoining Rural zone is 

reasonably noisy.  

4.14 In addition, there are only a small number of dwellings in the adjoining Rural 

zone, with the nearest being around 100 metres from the interface with the 

Golf Course site. Noise levels at these dwellings will be somewhat lower than 

permitted at the zone boundary. 
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4.15 I am therefore satisfied that a quarry which complies with the District Plan 

noise rules would be acceptable on the existing Golf Course site, and that any 

adverse noise effects on existing neighbours would be acceptable. 

5. ABILITY OF QUARRY TO COMPLY 

5.1 Having established that a quarry which complies with the District Plan noise 

rules will result in less than minor noise effects, it is appropriate to consider the 

ability of a quarry on the Golf Course site to comply with those rules. 

5.2 In terms of noise, there are four broad categories of activity on a quarry: 

 Topsoil stripping, site preparation, and remediation; 

 Gravel extraction; 

 Truck movements; and, 

 Crushing and Screening. 

5.3 Topsoil stripping and some remediation work can result in reasonably high 

levels of noise at neighbouring properties because they involve work at ground 

level very close to boundaries—particularly when constructing earth bunds. 

However, this work is very short duration in the context of the quarry, and is 

work which is not dissimilar to earthwork which takes place in rural areas from 

time to time. In addition, in my experience this activity does not result in 

adverse noise effects. 

5.4 Gravel extraction in Christchurch quarries involves using a front end loader at 

the bottom of the pit, and because it is well below ground level, noise from this 

activity is very low. My measurements on a number of other quarries around 

Christchurch shows that gravel extraction achieves compliance with a 

50 dB LAeq noise rule at a distance of 20 metres ore less from the pit edge. 

5.5 Noise from truck movements in and out of a quarry site are only a concern in 

situations where there is a dwelling directly opposite the site entrance, or 

where the site access is very close to a site boundary. Neither of these 

situations are likely to occur on the Golf Course site. As already discussed, the 

land directly east of the site is the Templeton Business Park, and there are 

therefore no dwellings which could be affected. Second, there is ample 

opportunity for a site access well away from the rural boundary to the south.  
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5.6 I understand that the Replacement Plan rules in Chapter 7, specifically 

Appendix 7.11 and Table 7.14, would require a minimum separation distance 

of 200 metres between any new access point for the Golf Course site and 

another existing access. My initial calculations suggest that this may not be 

sufficient to address noise, if a new access point was only 200 metres north of 

the existing access to the neighbouring dwelling to the south. I therefore 

recommend some form of control on the location of a quarry access point, to 

ensure compliance with the noise standards. The existing golf course access 

point would be suitable. One possible mechanism could therefore be to restrict 

truck access to the existing golf course entrance, and require some form of 

noise assessment prior to establishing any new access point. 

5.7 Crushing and processing is easily the noisiest aspect of a quarry, and is 

arguably the activity which results in quarries being considered noisy. 

5.8 There is no blanket solution to noise from processing plant, because there are 

a large number of variables. In particular, plant can vary from small mobile 

crushers to large permanent equipment, and the type of crusher has a 

noticeable effect on noise levels. 

5.9 Having said this, my experience on other quarries shows that some noise 

mitigation will be required to ensure that processing plant on the golf course 

site complies with the District Plan noise rules. This could involve enclosing 

much of the plant within a building. Whilst this is not common, I have 

discussed the concept with various quarry operators in recent years, and there 

seems to be general agreement that it is possible. 

5.10 I am satisfied that compliance is achievable, but based on my comment above, 

I recommend that any rezoning incorporates a mechanism to ensure that 

appropriate mitigation is applied to processing plant prior to it being set up on-

site. 

6. HOURS OF OPERATION 

6.1 I have been asked to comment on the proposed rules regarding hours of 

operation for quarries. This rule would apply to all Rural Quarry zones, not just 

the Pound Road area. 

6.2 Submission points 2162.1 and 2162.2 oppose any extension to hours of 

operation for quarries on the basis that existing truck movements in particular 

are unreasonable. 
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6.3 Submission point 2455.31 seeks to exclude transportation from any 

restrictions on hours of operation. 

6.4 Submission points 2331.65 and 2331.66 propose less restrictive hours of 

operation. In simple terms, the request is for crushing and processing to be 

permitted until 2200 Monday to Saturday, plus 1200 to 1800 Sunday, and no 

restriction on hours for other quarrying activities. This submission rightly points 

out that quarrying activity would still be subject to compliance with the noise 

rules. 

6.5 Submission points 2206.18 and 2206.19 argues that residents are entitled to 

one noise-free day per week, and that the hours of operation restrictions 

should reflect this. 

6.6 From a noise perspective, this issue can be split into on-site noise, and off-site 

noise. 

6.7 I have already discussed on-site noise in some detail, and concluded that the 

District Plan noise rules are appropriate to ensure that any effects are less 

than minor. I do not consider it necessary to have a noise-free day. We all live 

in a 7 day per week city, and the District Plan limits provide an appropriate 

level of acoustic amenity for daytime and night-time. 

6.8 I am therefore of the view that restrictions on hours of operation are not 

required to address noise effects. 

6.9 Having said this, my experience shows that when an activity is permitted, this 

can mean that little consideration is given to compliance with noise rules. 

There is no consenting requirement, and therefore the activity tends to 

proceed without a detailed assessment of what if any restrictions are required 

to comply with noise rules. 

6.10 Hence, while I do not consider hours of operation restrictions to be required, I 

am of the view that if these restrictions are relaxed, they should be 

accompanied by some form of consenting requirement, to ensure, for 

example, that an appropriate assessment of noise effects is undertaken prior 

to the activity commencing. One possibility would be to provide for quarrying 

outside normal work hours as a restricted discretionary activity, subject to an 

assessment of noise effects. 
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6.11 Off-site noise effects from quarries can arise from heavy vehicle movements 

on the surrounding road network. 

6.12 I do not consider this to be a significant issue under normal circumstances. 

Most gravel is delivered to project sites that only work normal hours, and the 

number of trucks leaving quarries at night would therefore always be 

significantly fewer than during the day, other than for short durations as a 

result of occasional large projects. However, I am concerned that having no 

restrictions at all would make it possible for a quarry to operate a 24/7 

operation on a regular basis. 

6.13 This may be acceptable for a quarry which has its access directly onto a busy 

road, but it would likely not be acceptable if the access was onto a smaller 

rural road. 

6.14 However, this issue would easily be addressed if some form of consenting was 

required, as discussed above. 

6.15 Overall, I would support having no restrictions on hours, providing that some 

form of consenting process was required for any night-time activity, and that 

this process specifically considered noise from heavy vehicles on the road 

network. 

7. SETBACK REQUIREMENTS 

7.1 A submission from the Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) 

requests an increase in the buffer distance around quarries. 

7.2 Noise from quarries is highly variable, depending on the size of the quarry, the 

type of activity occurring on-site, and the location of noisy equipment within the 

quarry. Some quarries are very large, with multiple crushers and screens, 

whilst others are very small and consist of simple extraction pits with no 

processing at all. 

7.3 As already discussed, the major source of noise within a quarry is the 

processing plant, and this can, and arguably should, be located well away from 

site boundaries. Hence, whilst CAPG suggested during mediation on 5 

October 2015 that a 350 metre buffer is appropriate, this is based upon the 

processing plant being located at ground level. Noise levels would be 

somewhat lower in the normal situation where processing plant is located 
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several metres below natural ground level. In addition, the buffer distance 

would need to be measured from the processing plant, not the site boundary. 

7.4 The Rural Quarry zone consists of three areas: the Miners Road area, the 

Pound Road Area, and the McLeans Island area. All of these areas include 

major established quarries, with large parts of the zone having been quarried 

for many years. I agree that a buffer around the Rural Quarry zone is 

appropriate. However, given the size of these quarries, and the existing 

location of processing plant, it is my view that the proposed plan requirement 

of 250 metres from the zone boundary is adequate to address noise effects. 

7.5 Quarries within other zones around Christchurch all operate under resource 

consents, and any new quarry will similarly have to seek resource consent. As 

part of the consenting process, a detailed assessment of noise effects is 

undertaken to ensure that any potential adverse noise effects are minimised at 

existing dwellings. In some cases, these quarries are only small extraction 

operations, and there are examples where they are less than 50 metres from 

neighbouring dwellings. 

7.6 I find it difficult to reconcile a situation where a quarry operator consents a new 

quarry with existing dwellings 50 metres away, and the rules then restrict 

future dwellings at much greater distances. Landowners could have to 

commission a noise assessment to justify building a new dwelling which might 

be further from a quarry than other existing dwellings. 

7.7 Overall, it is my view that any noise-related buffer around quarries in other 

zones should ideally be on a case by case basis, depending on the scale of 

the quarry and the consented activities within it. However, I accept that this is 

unlikely to be workable as a rule. On balance, I support the idea of a modest 

buffer distance as a precautionary measure. My view is that the proposed plan 

provision of 250 metres is ample for noise purposes. From a noise 

perspective, I could not support a blanket buffer any greater than this. 

 

 

 

 

 __________________________________ 
STUART CAMP J G A Winchester/S J Scott/H P Harwood 
16 October 2015 Counsel for Christchurch City Council 


