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BEFORE THE CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL  
 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 and 
the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

AND 
IN THE MATTER of  the Chapter 6 General Rules Proposal  
 (Stages 2 and 3) 

AND submissions and further submissions by 
Canterbury District Health Board and 
Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice 
Service. 

EVIDENCE-IN-CHIEF OF  VERNON CYRIL GOODWIN 

Identity 

1. My name is Vernon Cyril Goodwin. My profession is environmental acoustics and I work as a 

specialist adviser for the Ministry of Health’s Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service. On this 

occasion I am the shared acoustical witness for Canterbury District Health Board and Environmental 

Noise Analysis and Advice Service who have agreed to be heard together on the noise (General) topic. 

Compliance with expert witness Code of Conduct 

2. I have read the latest Practice Note of the Environment Court relating to expert witnesses. I 

agree to comply with the Code of Conduct and have abided by it in the preparation of this brief of 

evidence and will do so in any oral evidence I subsequently give. I declare that this evidence is the 

product of my own work and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter 

or detract from my opinions expressed in this evidence. 

3. I declare I have not received instructions or directions from any person to withhold data or 

information, or to withhold or avoid agreement about the contents of any additional joint witness 

statement that might be developed before the hearing. 

Qualifications and general experience 

4. I claim expertise in the area of environmental noise and its measurement and assessment. A 

summary of my qualifications and general experience is attached as Appendix 1. I have over 30 years 

experience in advising on the preparation, changes and variations to changes on noise provisions in 

District Schemes, District Plans, Regional Plans, Regional Policy Statements, Coastal Plans a throughout 

New Zealand  and regulations under National Environmental Standards. Many plans contain provisions I 

had recommended or which had been imposed in decisions or determinations of the Environment Court 

in References or appeals in which I had participated usually as a witness for the local public health 

service as a s.274 participant or as an Appellant. 
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Scope of evidence and documents I have relied on 

5. My evidence covers submissions on the technical/legal issue of how noise should be assessed.  

6. I will refer to the Council’s  latest supplied "redline" edition of the proposed plan section 1 which 

includes amendments made after its 26 November 2015 publication. 

7. I produce copies of NZS 6802:2008 Acoustics – Environmental noise, published 30 May 2008 to 

which I will also refer. Production of copies is permitted for use in judicial proceedings.2   

8. Sequential exchange of evidence was directed, therefore I include in my evidence-in-chief,  

matters of evidence-in-reply to the evidence of Mr Stuart Camp dated 4 Feb 2016 on behalf of the City 

Council. 

Measuring of noise 

9. This is  narrowly focussed evidence on a single topic about the words in the plan in section 6.1.3 

stating the methodology of how noise is to be measured and assessed. This is in the General Rules 

section of the Plan. The issue does not relate to, construction noise, airport noise, road traffic noise, 

helicopter noise, wind farm noise or port noise which are assessed using other topic-specific New 

Zealand acoustical standards referred to in other sections of the proposed plan. 

10. The need for evidence arises from the Council proposal found at  6.1.3.3 (a) under the heading 

"Measuring noise" and the content of  the mirror submissions by Canterbury District Health Board and 

Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service which Council staff and their adviser Mr Camp 

recommend are not accepted. 

Two issues 

11. Mr Camp and I have discussed the issues in contention several times and disagreed about two 

matters out of the many other matters he agreed to correct in the proposed plan’s noise provisions. For 

brevity, these two matters will be referred to as the adjustment for special audible characteristics 

(adjustment for SAC) and the adjustment for duration. 

12. Assessment of noise using NZS6802:2008 as proposed in the General rules section of the City 

Plan is an essential provision otherwise there would be uncertainty about how measured noise should 

be assessed for comparison with plan provisions specifying noise limits in decibels such as can be found, 

in the various tables under clauses 6.1.4.1 “Zone noise standards”. 

  

                                                           
1 Proposal 6 - General Rules and Procedures - Attachment A including Stage 2, Stage 3 and Central City  
2  s.59(1) Copyright Act 1994 

2360 CDHB & 2456 ENAAS - Goodwin
Page 2 of 7



 

Evidence-in-chief of VC Goodwin for Submitters # 2360/F2800 and #2456/F2802   Page 3 of 7 

 

13. The assessment method stipulated cites NZS 6802:2008. Basically the method is to determine 

what is called a Rating Level which can be compared with any relevant noise limit in a plan rule or 

consent condition where assessment is required to be in accordance with NZS6802:2008. The Rating 

Level process is illustrated on page 20 of the Standard as Figure 3. 

14. On the opposite page of the standard, sections 6.3 headed “Special Audible Characteristics” and 

section 6.4 headed “Duration” specify the respective adjustment methods for special audible 

characteristics and for duration.  

15. The effect of an adjustment for special audible characteristics can be a “penalty” of either 5dB or 

in the case of tonality assessed using a method specified in an Appendix to the standard, the penalty can 

be in the range of  0.1 to 6 dB. The effect of the penalty is to increase the Rating Level by that value.  

16. The standard states: 

“6.3.1 Where the sound being assessed has a distinctive character which may affect its 
subjective acceptability (for example, it is noticeably impulsive or tonal), the representative 
sound level shall be adjusted to take this into account. The adjustment shall be determined 
in accordance with the provisions of Appendix B.” 

The word “shall” makes the application of an adjustment for special audible characteristics mandatory 

when it is determined to be appropriate under sub-section 6.3.1 of the standard. 

17. The effect of an adjustment for duration can be a “bonus” in the range of 1.0 to 5.0 dB 

determined in accordance with section 6.4. The effect of the “bonus” is to decrease the Rating Level by 

that value. Again, the word “shall” makes the application of an adjustment for duration mandatory when 

it is determined to be appropriate in accordance with sub-sections 6.4.1 to 6.4.6 of the standard. 

18. Council proposes the noise assessment method is NZS 6802:2008 Acoustics, which I support. 

This is found  in sub-clause a. to proposed plan section 6.1.3.3. However Council proposes to vary the 

method of assessment by adding an exception clause to sub-clause a.  The City proposal as notified was 

to exclude the penalty adjustment for special audible characteristics and yet allow the bonus adjustment 

for duration. I comment on Mr Camp’s changed stance about the duration adjustment below. 

19. The exception states in its original form as notified, a sentence ending sub-clause a. with the 

words, “except that provisions in NZS 6802 referring to Special Audible Characteristics shall not be 

applied.” My client’s submissions also included the following as part of the reasons  

“The failure to apply adjustments for special audible characteristics stands in contrast to 
the proposal to include the provisions for duration adjustments in NZS 6802:2008. 
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20. Mr Camp in conceded he had overlooked the duration adjustment. We subsequently agreed that 

if the Hearing Panel supported the city’s proposed exclusion clauses, then the duration adjustment 

should be added to that exclusion (but not using the words appearing in the redline version which have 

unintended consequences. We agreed we could mutually resolve such wording once the Hearing Panel 

views were known or a direction given on the issue in contention).  

21. The other experts were of similar mind. We also agreed that if the Hearing Panel adopted the 

public health submitter position to delete any words allowing non-application of the adjustment for 

special audible characteristics, then there should also be, as notified, no provision for addition of any 

exclusion of the provision for an adjustment for duration. Mr Hegley disagreed but I understand will give 

no evidence on the matter. 

Comment on the issue in contention 

22. So public health submitters want the NZS6802:2008 assessment methodology applied without 

variation to the method whereas the City wants to exclude the parts relating to adjustments for special 

audible characteristics and adjustments for duration.  

23. The City proposal  is unprecedented in New Zealand in my experience. It makes noise rules 

potentially less stringent for noise makers and potentially inflicts more noise upon people and 

communities without regard for the character of that noise. The city proposal seeks to apply a non-

standard methodology for assessment.  

24. As a member of the committees that prepared or revised various editions of NZS 6802 over the 

past 30 years I can state with certainty the assessment methodologies were never intended to be applied 

in the manner now sought by the City. The proposal denies regard to the character of sound contrary to 

normal human perception of sound. 

25. People respond to the level, character and duration of sound. Omitting consideration of sound 

character is solely to the advantage of noise makers and denies a fundamental aspect of noise 

perception of individuals. This is contrary to reasonable protection of the health of people and 

communities. 

26. The existing plan rules under an older standard were confusing and did not specify the 

assessment method adequately. There were no provisions for any adjustments in rules pertaining to 

permitted activities. 

27. Mr Camp has implied if the panel was minded to follow the health submitter approach I support, 

then he would want to revisit the numerical decibel noise limits set through the plan. I say this is a 

nonsense as the operative plan noise limits “license” noise emissions up to the stated values given in 

various tables and assume that sound level could be continuous. 
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28. The noise limits proposed are very similar to those found in every other District Plan and where 

assessment under NZS 6802 is specified virtually nationwide. Mr Camp seems to be suggesting that in 

the event te Panel determines the normal complete assessment method under NZS 6802 were imposed, 

then in response  Christchurch noise limits should be made less stringent than elsewhere in New Zealand 

as if its population was in some way less needing protection from noise than elsewhere in New Zealand. 

29. He implies the 50 dB noise limit for daytime residential protection was originally set to presume 

special audible characteristics might be present. He makes no mention of averaging which tended to 

counterbalance the special audible characteristics penalty as he has argued in this City and elsewhere 

many times where assessment was done under NZS 6802:1991. 

30. It is not sustainable in my opinion to lessen protection of people while allowing potentially less 

stringent noise rules to apply to noise makers. 

31. I am informed by my experience as a witness in the Environment Court where cases such as NZ 

Winegrowers v Marlborough District Council 3 turned on the very issue of whether the adjustment for 

special audible characteristics should be part of the way noise was assessed. The Court accepted my 

evidence for the Public health service and Mr Hunt’s evidence for the Marlborough District Council that 

such adjustments must be included in the rule. In doing so the arguments of Mr Camp’s colleague Mr 

Hay from Marshall Day Acoustics Christchurch office,  the noise expert witness for NZ Winegrowers, were 

rejected. Thus NZS 6802 assessment follows the standard in that district and includes adjustments 

potentially for special audible characteristics and duration, if justified.  

32. I am obliged to point out Mr Camp’s reference to frost fans in paragraphs 5.7 to 5.8 and note he 

specifically refers to assessment of frost fan noise and special audible characteristics but makes no 

mention whatsoever of the Marlborough case outcome.  

33. Assessment of special audible characteristics is often straight-forward as the particular character 

of the sound under investigation is often very prominent and obvious. There are objective methods to 

assess character, particularly for tonality. The Council possess a sound level analyser includes  a software 

application which enables this to be done with little effort  

34. Mr Camp’s references to Ruapuna Raceway and assessment of special audible characteristics 

appear to overlook the long established practice of the Courts in factoring special audible characteristics 

as an inherent part of motorsports noise into the setting of noise limits. South Canterbury Car Club 

International Raceway at Levels inland from Timaru, Manfield near Levin and Baypark Mount Maunganui 

decisions of the Courts resolved the question very simply by setting noise limits appropriately and 

excluding consideration of any adjustments for special audible characteristics, (or any adjustment for 

duration). 

                                                           
3 [2014] NZEnvC 154 
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35. Such modifications of assessment methods under NZS 6802  for special applications like 

raceways are entirely appropriate in my opinion, but to suggest that approach should apply on a district 

wide basis to all types of sound is not sustainable, fails to protect the health of people and communities 

and is contrary to the normal human perception of sound which noise rules seek to , or are supposed to,  

protect. It is contrary to the manner in which the standard was intended to be applied. 

36. Whatever approach the Hearing Panel determines ie inclusion or exclusion of words about 

adjustments for special audible characteristics and adjustments duration, Mr Camp and I can reflect the 

determination and produce jointly agreed words to conform with the decision. 

Dated at Christchurch this 17th day of February 2016. 

 
 
 
Vern C. Goodwin  
 
 
 
 
Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service,  

 Direct Dial: +64 3 388 8536  Mobile:   027 435 3269  
 Virtual Fax:  0832 68899  PO Box 18-885, New Brighton, Christchurch, 8641 

 noise@chch.planet.org.nz 
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Appendix 1 
Qualifications and experience  

My name is Vernon Cyril Goodwin. My profession is environmental acoustics and I am the specialist 
adviser for the Ministry of Health’s Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service, a contract 
administered by Southern Monitoring Services Limited. I have worked for this service since 1991 
under its former titles Regional Noise Control Office, Department of Health and National 
Environmental Noise Service. I have 44 years experience in environmental noise measurement and 
assessment and hold a Royal Society of Health Diploma in Noise Control, and other environmental 
health qualifications not related to noise. My professional affiliations are: 

Acoustical Society of New Zealand 
Acoustical Society of America 
Resource Management Law Association  
Royal Society for Public Health 

Since 1985 I have served as a member on most of the Standards New Zealand committees 
developing or revising New Zealand acoustical standards including NZS6801, NZS 6802, NZS 6803, 
NZS 6806, NZS 6808, NZS 6809 and was a member of the initial committee developing NZS 6807. I 
received a 2008 Meritorious Service Award from Standards New Zealand in recognition of 25 years 
contribution to acoustical standards development. 

I currently represent the Ministry of Health on Joint Standards Australia/ Standards New Zealand 
Committee AV-003 “Acoustics – human effects,” Committee AV-004 “Acoustics – architectural” and 
Committee EV-010 “Acoustics – community noise”.  

I am a member of the Standards New Zealand International Acoustics Standards reference group. I 
was Chairman of the former Building Industry Authority Environmental Sound project 1998-2001 
and a member of the original committee which developed the inter-tenancy noise provisions (G6) of 
the Building Code. 

I have experience throughout New Zealand in measurement and assessment of environmental noise 
and in advising Public Health Units and Local Authorities on health effects of noise, application of 
New Zealand acoustical standards, expert evidence, enforcement options and proceedings, 
declarations, Regional and District Plan Reviews, Plan Changes, and Variations to Proposed Plan 
Changes. I have trained hundreds of Health Protection Officers and Environmental Health Officers, 
enforcement and compliance officers and NZ Defence Force in noise measurement and assessment. 
I have 23 years experience in provided expert evidence on noise in the Planning Tribunal, 
Environment Court and Criminal Courts. 

I have been a visiting lecturer at Auckland and Canterbury Universities and in 2009 was appointed as 
a visiting Clinical Lecturer at the Department of Public Health & General Practice, University of 
Otago, Christchurch. 
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