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Introduction: 
 
My name is Jeff Vesey.  I have been a resident of Christchurch for over 
30 years and currently live at 31 Darvel Street, Riccarton. 
 
I wish to present the following evidence on Special Audible 
Characteristics and how not been able to use SAC in assessing noise 
has affected me and my family. 
 
 
 
Evidence 
 
1:  Section 16 of the Resource Management Act (RMA) imposes a 

duty on occupiers of land to ensure noise levels are kept at a 
reasonable level. 

 
2: Reasonable levels of noise is not necessarily the loudness of the 

noise but other factors need consideration that receivers of noise 
regard as unreasonable.  For example; type of noise, nature of 
the noise and frequency, its duration and characteristics. 
Unreasonable noise can include noise that interferes with the 
health, welfare and amenity of the noise receiver all of which 
Special Audible Characteristics attempt to address.  

 
3: To delete SAC from the measurement of noise does not meet the 

intent of section 16 of the RMA or necessarily protect the 
wellbeing of receivers of unreasonable noise. 

 
As it stands the rule will allow producers of noise to argue 
adjustments to the noise they make and if successful can allow 
the producer of noise to exceed the noise limit set out under the 
District Plan. These adjustments can include background noise 
such as roads or industry and wind direction as well as sound 
reflections. 
 
It would seem logical that receivers of noise are also able to 
argue for adjustments to ensure that their health, wellbeing and 
amenity are taken into account, which is what SAC would assist 
with. 



4: It is not difficult in 2016 with technological advances for 
noisemakers to adopt a best practical option to avoid the 
emission of unreasonable noise. 

 
5: The expert evidence provided by Stuart Camp for the 

Christchurch City Council and supported by the Statement 
of Evidence by Kelly Marie Andrews for the Christchurch 
City Council concludes that it is “cost effective to exclude 
special audible characteristics” I don’t believe cost 
effectiveness has anything to do with a rule.  

 
Under NZS 6802 the adjustment for SAC if exists is from 0 to 
5dB not 5dB as Mr Camp asserts in his evidence.  

 
The guideline noise limits set out under NZS 6802 for 
daytime is 45 - 55dB which is in keeping with WHO 
Community Noise recommendations. The proposed District 
Plan has set the limit at 50dB which takes a mid point of 
the recommendations.  

 
6:  My Story: 

 
I have lived in Darvel Street since November 2012. Across 
the road, a commercial user has a cooling system on the 
boundary which operates 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Between 7am and 10pm the noise produced exceeds the 
noise limit of 50 dB by 2 to 5 db. It doesn’t sound a lot but 
the actual noise increase is 20 to 50% over the limit set out 
in the District Plan.  
 
I have complained numerous times to the City Council 
and they have largely responded but very little is done. 
The producer of the noise has had acoustic assessments 
done which adjust the noise because of background noise 
and other things (all very subjective). Even with 
adjustments the noise is still non compliant. The City 
Council accepts the noise levels and says that they 
cannot take into account how the characteristics of the 
sound cannot be taken into account because SAC is 
unable to be assessed under the current District Plan.  



The complained about noise because of its tonal characteristics 
and the duration from 7 am to 10pm every day has the effect on 
me and my family of; 
 
a) loss of amenity – that is: can not enjoy quiet enjoyment or 

peace in our outside area.  It can also be quite clearly heard 
inside the home and we cannot open our bedroom windows 
at night to let in fresh air because of the noise. 
 

b) has an effect on my well being – have to put up with 
unreasonable noise every day for along period of time (it is 
not intermittent noise but constant) – causes irritability and 
other emotions. 
 

c) cannot have peace to recuperate from major illness over last 
two years eg – disturbance of rest periods. 

 
If Special Audible Characteristics were allowed to be measured the 
City Council could then be more sympathetic to the unreasonabless of 
the noise.  
 
Just as an aside, our neighbours have been selling their house over the 
last few weeks – on two occasions I have overheard prospect buyers 
comment they could not live near that noise.  
 
Conclusion: 
 
I request that my submission is accepted. I am sure I am not alone in 
not being able to ensure unreasonable noise is measured correctly 
because of the removal of SAC from the District Plan.  
 
 
 
Signed 
 
 
 
 
Jeff Vesey 
17 February 2016 


