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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Stuart Camp. My experience and qualifications are set out in 

my evidence in chief dated 16 October 2015.  

 

1.2 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 two statements of primary evidence mostly address different aspects of the 

same broad proposal; namely Fulton Hogan’s rezoning requests in relation to 

the Templeton Golf Course site. 

 

2.2 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by 

the following submitters on 29 September 2015: 

 

(a) Jeremy Philips on behalf of Maurice R Carter (#2338); and  

(b) Darran Humpheson on behalf of Canterbury Aggregate Producers 

Group (#2331). 

 

3. SUBMITTERS 

 

Jeremy Philips on behalf of Maurice R Carter (#2338) 

 

3.1 At paragraph 23, Mr Philips rightly points out that other noise generating 

activities in the City are allowed to rely on permitted noise standards rather 

than a consenting approach. However, I note that both the operative and 

proposed District Plans attempt to provide buffer zones to minimise potential 

adverse effects of non-compliance. For example, heavy industrial zones are 

mostly separated from residential zones by a lighter industrial zone. Quarries 

immediately adjoining a rural zone do not have this luxury. 
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3.2 In addition, it is reasonably practical to enclose a crushing plant at a quarry as 

part of the design work for new plant. If the plant was constructed without an 

enclosure, and the site failed to comply with the noise standards, it would be 

much more difficult and expensive to retrofit an enclosure. In my view, some 

form of “proof” would therefore be beneficial to all parties. A restricted 

discretionary consent suggested by Ms Radburnd at paragraph 10.118 of her 

evidence in chief, dated 16 October 2015,  would be one option. I would also 

be satisfied with the noise management plan approach proposed by Fulton 

Hogan, or similar. 

 

Darran Humpheson on behalf of Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (2331) 

 

3.3 At paragraph 17, Mr Humpheson notes that night-time maintenance at a 

quarry would be appropriate provided the noisy equipment does not get tested 

at night. I agree with this, and recommend that if maintenance is allowed at 

night, this should not involve the operation of a processing plant, unless the 

plant is designed to comply with night-time noise standards. 

 

3.4 At paragraphs 26 to 29, and 31 to 32, Mr Humpheson provides an assessment 

of potential noise effects from night-time truck movements. His considerations 

are much more detailed than my original comments, because they consider a 

wide range of quarry sites, whereas my primary evidence only considered 

Fulton Hogan’s rezoning application. I agree with Mr Humpheson’s analysis, 

and accept that night-time truck movements will be acceptable as a general 

permitted activity standard for quarries. 

 

3.5 I do however, have one concern about loading of trucks. At paragraph 20, 

Mr Humpheson notes that the noise of trucks being loaded will be reasonable 

at night, based on separation distances of several hundred metres. I agree 

with this assessment, but I am not aware of any rules which ensure this 

separation distance will be achieved. I would prefer to see rules which, for 

example, require night-time loading to only be undertaken in close proximity to 

permanent processing plant. This would automatically ensure appropriate 

setback distances because the plant will need to be setback sufficiently to 

ensure compliance during daytime. 

 

3.6 At paragraphs 34 to 37, Mr Humpheson discusses an offer by CAPG to 

comply with the Rural zone noise rules instead of the Rural Quarry zone rules 
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if processing continues beyond the extraction phase of a site. I would like to 

reiterate a comment made in my evidence in chief (16 October 2015, 

paragraphs 4.4 to 4.9) that both the operative and proposed District Plan noise 

rules are structured in such a way that it is always the Rural zone noise rules 

which apply in the Rural zone.  

 

3.7 The operative District Plan appears to permit higher noise levels for Rural 

Quarry zones, by allowing 55 dB LAeq at the notional boundary of any dwelling. 

However, this is never permitted in practice, because operative rule 1.3.1 (a) 

(Volume 3, Part 11) stipulates that the more stringent Rural zone rules apply at 

the zone boundary.   

 

3.8 The replacement plan provisions also propose noise standards that are based 

on the receiving environment, not on the noise producer. For example, the 

noise limit for a quarry within the Rural Quarry Zone but adjacent to a dwelling 

in the Rural Urban Fringe Zone, would be the noise limit in the Rural Urban 

Fringe Zone.  

 

 

Stuart Camp 

6 November 2015 
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