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Introduction 

1 My full name is Darran Humpheson.  I am an Associate Director of Acoustics with 

AECOM Consulting Services (NZ) Limited and have been employed by the 

company and its predecessor, URS New Zealand Limited for approximately three 

years. I have 24 years’ experience as an acoustics consultant.  

2 My qualifications and experience are outlined in my statement of primary evidence 

for Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (CAPG) in respect of Chapter 17 

(Rural)1. 

3 Although this is a Council hearing, I have read the Expert Witness Code of 

Conduct set out in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the code in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it while giving 

oral evidence.  Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person, this written evidence is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to 

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

expressed in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 I respond to the Statement of evidence of Robert William Cross on behalf of the 

Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association (Inc) -Submitter – 2206. Mr Cross 

addresses two matters concerning noise, which are within my area of expertise. 

4.1 Hours of Operation; and 

4.2 Location of Crushing and Screening Plant. 

Hours of Operation 

5 General quarrying activities (extraction and processing of aggregate) are permitted 

activities in the Rural Quarry Zone if they occur between 0600-1800 Monday to 

Saturday. Although Mr Cross references operational hours of typical quarry noise 

up to 10pm, which I assume refers to extraction and processing noise, I 

understand the CAPG is accepting that extraction and processing activities will be 

restricted to between the hours of 0600-1800 Monday to Saturday. 

6 Although not specifically addressed by Mr Cross, the CAPG has sought to allow all 

non-extraction and processing activities within the Rural Quarry Zone (vehicle 
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movements, loading and unloading of trucks and maintenance of quarry plant) at 

any time of the day or night Monday to Sunday. I have addressed the noise effects 

of these activities in my statement of evidence2. The main point of note is that 

these noise sources are quieter than the noise of extraction and processing 

(crushing and screening plant). 

7 I should pause at this point and acknowledge that for some residents noise from 

quarry operations, which includes vehicle movements, will be audible at certain 

times of the day depending upon the activities being undertaken, the effects of 

wind direction (and speed) and the prevailing levels of ambient background noise, 

which is typically generated by local and more distant road traffic. The acceptability 

of the audibility of a noise (regardless of its source) is dependent upon a number 

of factors: 

7.1 magnitude of the noise in terms of the decibel level; 

7.2 how frequent the noise is and the time(s) of occurrence; and 

7.3 characteristics such as low frequency, tonal, impulsive etc. 

8 For representative communities, regardless of whether they live within an urban or 

rural environment, an average person’s response is used when considering 

whether noise annoyance is likely. According to the World Health Organisation, the 

threshold of daytime annoyance for the community at large is in the range 50-55 

dB LAeq. Hence the reason why most District Plans in New Zealand use these 

thresholds. At night (2200-0700) different standards apply to protect amenity, with 

sleep preservation being the primary goal. The WHO recommended outdoor level 

is 45 dB LAeq at the dwelling, with maximum levels from discrete events in the 

range 60-70 dB(A). These levels align with the proposed noise standards that 

would apply to the Rural Quarry Zone. 

9 As I have stated above, operating hour restrictions for extraction and processing 

during the day (0600-1800) have been specified to maintain an acceptable level of 

residential amenity with no resulting adverse noise effects. During the evening 

period 1800-2200, daytime noise standards would normally still ‘apply’, which 

could hypothetically mean that quarry noise could continue (according to the 

WHO) without causing adverse noise annoyance up until 2200. However for the 

purposes of the Rural Quarry Zone noise standards, the CAPG is no longer 

challenging the 1800 restriction. Therefore no extraction or processing will be 
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undertaken during the evening period or at night. This is consistent with the relief 

being sought by Mr Cross and the YRRA. 

10 Mr Cross raises the observation3 that there is “sudden, unexpected and 

exceptionally loud noise emanating from gravel landing on the aluminium deck of a 

truck and trailer”. Although I have commented on the noise from these activities 

within my statement of evidence at paragraph 20, I have only considered noise 

that would be reasonable. Loud banging and sudden noise will be created if drop 

heights are excessive or if tipper buckets are knocked against the sides of the 

vehicle. I have experience assessing these noisy impacts and the current 

permitted noise levels would not, in my opinion, allow these events at night without 

resource consent.   

11 Mr Cross references the cumulative impacts of traffic at his paragraphs 8.3 and 8.6 

in so far as quoting total number of movements. I understand from Mr Rossiter that 

based on his knowledge of the road network and the quarries, it is likely that there 

may be cumulative traffic effects from 3 quarry operators. Therefore instead of 

assuming a maximum of 20 movements per hour at night, hypothetically there 

could be a total of 60 movements in a busy hour. The night noise effects 

associated with this could result in my predicted noise level of 45 dB increasing to 

~50 dB LAeq at a distance of 50 m from the carriageway. Compliance with the night 

time noise level would be achieved at a distance of approximately 150m from the 

carriageway. Again I have studied aerial mapping and there are approximately 40-

50 dwellings within a radius of 2 km from each of the 8 existing quarries (at 150m 

or less from the roads). Whilst there is the potential for adverse noise effects on 

those dwellings, I consider this cumulative effect is unlikely to arise since my 

understanding is that the “one-off” projects4 giving rise to these numbers are highly 

unlikely to occur simultaneously. 

12 I also understand from Mr Rossiter that current and relevant vehicle movement 

counts are available from the Council and during the night time period, movement 

numbers are much less than 10% of those during the day. The potential adverse 

effects of vehicle movements at night is therefore low because of this natural 

diurnal variation in movement numbers. The Council’s data suggests that at night 

there are at most 50 heavy vehicle movements on average on the main roads 

used by the quarry operators. These movements would equate to approximately 6 
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vehicles per hour. This analysis therefore supports my assessment as being an 

absolute worst case and in reality the effects I have reported in my statement of 

evidence are only likely to occur for “one-off” events which are very infrequent.  

Location of Crushing and Screening Plant 

13 Although Mr Cross discusses the location of crushing and screening plant in the 

context of dust discharges5, he also discusses the noise associated with this plant 

as generating a “continuous chugging noise” at his paragraph 8.3. I have 

considered the noise effects of processing noise within my statement of evidence6. 

 
Darran Humpheson 

6 November 2015 
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