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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ANDERW MARK PURVES 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Andrew Mark Purves.  I am a planning consultant on my 

own account.   

2 I hold the qualification of degree of Master of Science with First 

Class Honours.   I have been employed in the practise of Planning 

and Resource Management for 23 years. I am a full member of the 

New Zealand Planning Institute. 

3 I am presenting my fourth brief of evidence to the Panel on behalf 

of the Lyttelton Port Company Limited (LPC).  

4 I have read the evidence presented for CCC on lighting by: 

4.1 John Mckensey – Lighting Expert; and 

4.2 Alison McLaughlin –Planner. 

5 I have reviewed the code of conduct for expert witnesses contained 

in Environment Court Practice Note (2014).  I have complied with it 

in preparing my evidence. 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 expressed. 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6 My evidence concerns the proposed rules on glare attached to the 

evidence of Alison McLaughlin.  In particular, my evidence 

discusses: 

6.1 The new proposed numerical standards for glare proposed for 

residents in all zones; 

6.2 The new numerical standards proposed for motorists on all 

roads; 

6.3 The significance of the issue to justify the rules; and 

6.4 Whether the revised rules should be publicly notified to 

enable broader community input.  

LPC SUBMISSION  

7 LPC submitted that Rule 6.3.2.2.1 (P1) be deleted or alternatively 

reworded so that the standard does not inadvertently capture 
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properly designed outdoor lighting.  Proposed Rule 6.3.2.2.1 (P1) 

states the following: 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P1 Outdoor artificial 
lighting  

a. All fixed exterior lighting shall be directed 
 away from adjacent properties and roads 

 with the exception of:  

 i. Light directed at a private road or driveway 

  located on the same site; and 

 ii. Street lighting or other transport corridor 

  lighting in the Transport Zone, which only 

  needs to be directed away from properties. 

 

8 The reasons for LPC’s submission were that while the standard is a 

carryover from the existing Plan, it remains problematic because, by 

definition, the lighting cannot be directed away from an adjacent 

property.  I understand the only way to practically achieve this 

requirement is to aim light fittings directly down and so the rule is 

effectively unusable in most circumstances.1 

    

9 In assisting in the preparation of this submission I had, it seems 

wrongly, anticipated some direct changes to the words of the rule 

could be achieved so as to improve the certainty of the rule.  I cover 

this further below.  

10 LPC also submitted that Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) be deleted or 

alternatively that a more realistic standard be imposed. Proposed 

Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) states the following:   

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be limited 
to the following Matters: 

P1 Any activity in a zone adjoining 
the Transport Zone that results 
in a greater than 2.5 lux spill 
(horizontal or vertical) into any 
part of a major or minor 
arterial road identified in 
Appendix 7.12.  

a. Transport Safety – 6.3.3.2 

   

 

 

11 The reasons for LPC’s submission was that a low 2.5 lux spill limit 

onto a major or minor arterial road is unlikely to impact on these 

roads that should be well lit.  It was questioned whether the limit is 

required at all, but if so it should be an appropriate limit.            

 

                                            
1 During the preparation of the submission I had a discussion about the rules with Mr 
Forrester of Pedersen Read.  Pedersen Read is a firm of consulting electrical 
engineers which specialises in lighting. 
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Expert Caucusing and Mediation 

12 LPC inadvertently did not inform the Secretariat that it would send a 

lighting expert to caucusing on its behalf.  Consequently, the rules 

relating to glare were not discussed at all because no other 

submitters sent an expert on this matter.2  

13 I contacted CCC on 18 December 2015 and Alison McLaughlin and I 

agreed we would attempt to discuss the rules prior to mediation set 

down for January.  Unfortunately this did not eventuate and LPC 

received a revised version of the rules on the on 21 January 2016.  

14 These revised rules are significantly different to those notified, as I 

outline further below.  

15  I attended mediation on behalf of LPC and indicated that LPC would 

attempt to see whether an agreement could be reached on the 

rules. I also mentioned that given the extent of changes to the glare 

rules, whether the wider community should have an ability to be 

able to examine and submit on the changes. 

NEW PROPOSED NUMERICAL STANDARDS FOR GLARE 

PROPOSED FOR RESIDENTS IN ALL ZONES (RULE 6.3.2.3.2)   

16 The introduction of a suite of numerical standards on glare is a 

significant departure from how existing qualitative rules treat glare, 

and is also a departure from the light-spill and noise standards 

operate because the standards on glare apply to lawfully established 

dwellings located in any zone. 

17 Other than references to Australian/New Zealand Standards and the 

European Standards on the obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting 

generally, there is limited background discussion on the proposed 

standards in evidence of John Mckensey and of Alison McLaughlin 

and no further work has been completed in the Section 32 Report on 

the matter.  In particular, there is little or no discussion on: 

17.1 The extent of the issue in Christchurch and the type of 

adverse effects the standards are exactly trying avoid or 

mitigate; 

17.2 How the lighting environments and associated limits were 

chosen and how the zones were allocated to the various 

lighting environments and how luminous intensity limits were 

established;  

                                            
2 To my knowledge the only other relevant submissions was from McDonald's 
Restaurants New Zealand Limited who sought Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) be deleted and 
CERA (NZTA) that supported the rule subject to any application only requiring written 
approval of the NZTA where it adjoins a State Highway.  



  4 

 

 

100173134/798249.1 

17.3 How it is envisaged the luminous intensity limits are to be 

measured, assessed and monitored; and   

17.4 The extent and history of the use of the rules in other District 

Plans.3  

18 In addition a user friendly guide on what luminous intensity values 

are produced by a typical well-designed luminaire (and perhaps in 

contrast a poorly designed) would be useful.  Such guides are 

routinely presented for noise reports. 

19 From a planning perspective, the revised rules create at least three 

issues or questions.  These are:    

19.1 How does a 10pm curfew accommodate activities that operate 

24 hours a day, seven days a week (such as the inland port 

at Woolston)? 

19.2 Why is the compliance point applying to ‘legacy’ (custodial) 

dwellings in the Industrial Zones?  

19.3 For those non-residential zones that permit residential 

activities, what are the implications for existing businesses?     

20 I discuss these issues in turn.   

21 Given the compliance point for the standards is outside the window 

of any habitable dwelling then I assume the purpose of the 

standards is enabling an owner to look out of a window without 

being confronted with glare from a point source light.  I take it that 

this is more of an amenity issue rather than a sleep disturbance 

issue on the assumption that most people will draw curtains prior to 

sleep.  I suspect, as a general proposition, this would be more of an 

issue for rural areas where a single light source causing glare would 

be perhaps more noticeable than an urban area which has multi-

lighting  sources, not least street lighting. 

22 A feature of the proposed standards is the marked reduction in the 

luminous intensity limits after 10pm.  It is at least one-tenth in LE1-

LE3 lighting environments and a complete curfew is required after 

10pm in the LE4 environments.  In the urban environments I can 

see how this rationale applies to an outdoor sports facility operating 

at night or the lighting of a property owner’s tennis court i.e. the 

activity can continue to a certain time and then curfew after that.  

However, I am unclear on the implications of the 10pm curfew to 

                                            
3 The proposed rules on lighting in the proposed Auckland Unitary Plan appear very 
different to the ones proposed here but I assume this matter is evolving during the 
hearings process on that Plan. 
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industrial sites which operate 24 hours a day and require a certain 

level of lighting to operate safely.      

23 My limited understanding of glare is that the luminous intensity 

limits contained in the new standard apply to each individual lighting 

source rather than at the receiving environment.  Therefore, every 

individual light source will need to be designed to the luminous 

intensity limit specified, presumably on the assumption that a 

window of a habitable room in at least one dwelling somewhere will 

have a direct line-of-site.4  This could be potentially onerous for 

sites in the Industrial Zones that directly border or are in close 

vicinity to the Residential Zones given the more restrictive standard 

will apply. 

24 I assume that curfew luminous intensity limit of 500 cd is a 

comparatively low-level of glare. Mr Read (pers. comm.) observed 

that the international standard categorises surburban residential 

areas as a medium brightness environment, the equivalent LE3 

lighting environment; whereas, the proposed standards categorises 

it as an LE2 lighting environment.5  

25 It also unclear to me why the Industrial General Zone and Industrial 

Park Zone are categorised as zones in a ‘medium brightness 

environment’ whereas the other Industrial Zones are categorised as 

zones in a ‘high brightness environment.’  There are a range of 

permitted activities in common between each zone including 

industrial activities and warehousing and distribution activities.  

While a buffer between the Industrial Heavy Zone and the 

Residential Zones might be useful in some circumstances insofar as 

noise is concerned, it appears unlikely it is useful for glare if I am 

correct in that the standards apply to the luminare rather than the 

receiving environment.  

26 The second issue is the requirement to comply at any lawfully 

established dwelling in any zone.  This is unusual and is a departure 

on how the standards on light-spill and noise are dealt with in the 

Plan.  In those standards the permitted lux spill is 4.0 for the 

Residential Zones whereas it is 20.0 for the Industrial Zone. For 

noise, the daytime and night time LAeq for the Residential Zones is 

50 and 40 respectively whereas limit for the Industrial Heavy Zone 

is 65LAeq irrespective of whether it is produced during the day or at 

night.6  In other words, those standards are based on the 

                                            
4 I assume there is an absence of habitable buildings and any other structures with 
lights in the Open Space – Natural Zone of Banks Peninsula given the curfew limit is 
0 cd. 

5 Director of Pedersen Read 

6 Noting the Industrial Zone’s noise limits are still considered too stringent by Mr 
Hegley. 
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anticipated environmental outcomes for the zone7 not on legacy 

custodial dwellings that reside in an Industrial Zone.  

27 This could well be a significant limitation in the event that there are 

legacy custodial residential units residing in the Industrial Zones.  

This is within the context of these residential activities not being 

anticipated in the Industrial Heavy and General Zone; being 

classified as non-complying activities and discretionary activities 

respectively. 

28 LPC’s inland port, called ‘CityDepot,’ has for example legacy 

custodial dwellings located nearby in Nutall Drive, Desi Place and on 

Chapmans Road.  Mr Read (per comm.) considers that the proximity 

of these custodial dwellings to CityDepot means it is likely to impact 

on any future upgrade to the lighting at the depot in terms of cost, 

potential loss of the use of the site nearest to the dwellings, and 

impacting operationally by having to have more lighting poles. 

29 I consider that if it is necessary to introduce these numerical 

standards for the Industrial General and Industrial Heavy Zone then 

limits should be applied to the types of activities anticipated for the 

zone, not legacy custodial dwellings.  I acknowledge in principle that 

the more restrictive standards of a more sensitive zone should apply 

to a glare emitter in less sensitive a zone, but as discussed earlier 

just what are the appropriate standards would also require careful 

analysis. 

30 Putting the above aside, the reference to a lawfully established 

dwelling in the proposed standard on glare and on spill-lighting is an 

approach I am unfamiliar with.  It would imply a complainant would 

need to assert it is lawfully established or has existing use rights 

before action is taken.  My experience is that it is difficult to 

determine legacy custodial dwellings assert existing use rights.  

There would be no need for this if no such rules applied to legacy 

dwellings and instead the general duty on all persons to avoid, 

remedy or mitigate adverse effects under Section 17 of the Act 

could be used as a back stop.  This is no different for the noise 

standards where there is a general duty to avoid unreasonable noise 

under Section 16 irrespective of the noise limits in a Plan. 

31 The third issue concerns the limits applying to those other zones 

which happen to permit residential activities.  There a number of 

Commercial Zones8 that permit residential activities and so a range 

of businesses that could be affected by the proposed new standards.  

                                            
7 Indeed, the evidence of Kelly Andrew on behalf of CCC contains recommended 
changes to the Objective 6.1.1.1 and Policy 6.1.1.1.3 to make it explicit that noise is 
to be managed in accordance that anticipated outcomes for the receiving 
environment.    

8 And at least one Industrial General Zone i.e. Waterloo Park 



  7 

 

 

100173134/798249.1 

At least in relation to noise, there is now a requirement to design 

and construct habitable rooms and bedrooms so that the external to 

internal noise reduction is not less than 25 dB Dtr, 2m,nTw+ Ctr; and 

30 dB Dtr, 2m,nTw+ Ctr respectively. This is a means to reduce the 

potential for reserve sensitivity effects from developing at a later 

date.  I note no similar provisions are recommended in the revised 

rules for glare.  

32 Finally, there appears to be a number of other direct problems with 

the rules.  Firstly, I would expect the standards on glare, if they 

were to be adopted, would need to set out how they are to be 

measured and assessed.  In other words, I assume there should be 

a reference to the appropriate standard.  At this juncture I simply 

note that, if noise is anything to go by, the measurement and 

assessment of standards can be contentious in its own right.   

33 Secondly, the preamble to Rule 6.3.2.3.2 needs to make it clear 

that the activity creating glare is subject to the limits relevant to the 

zone in which it is located.  Thirdly, I wonder whether an exemption 

is required for sensor triggered security lights.  

NEW PROPOSED NUMERICAL STANDARDS FOR MOTORISTS 

(RULE 6.3.2.3.2)   

34 Clause (a) states any artificial lighting activity shall comply with 

Glare to Motorists (6.3.2.3.2 (c)) standards for the lighting 

environments LE1 to LE4.  

35 Mr Mckensey does not describe what the Threshold Increment (TI) 

is although he does briefly describe how an increment threshold of 

15% on any road was arrived at.  He does not describe how the 

threshold increment and the luminous intensity limits, set for each 

lighting environment, work together nor does he discuss how the 

10pm curfew limits affect the limits.9   

36 Of interest, it appears that a 10% limit is considered desirable for 

road lighting but a 15% threshold has been used because it is 

neither practical nor essential threshold for other forms of lighting.  

I find this a confusing explanation given the roads reside within the 

Transport Zone and could presumably be subject to its own 

threshold increment.  This could mean that there is an opportunity 

for relaxation of the limits for adjoining activities.  

37 Again the rules do not include a description on how the luminous 

intensity limits are to be measured and assessed by reference to a 

standard. 

                                            
9 Although I assume the general rationale is that the darker background of an area 
the more impact a single luminare could have on a motorist.   
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUES TO JUSTIFY THE RULES 

38 Given Mr McKensey was only engaged at the end of last year I 

assume he has had little or no opportunity to examine the extent of 

the glare issue in Christchurch.     

39 Section 32 Report (dated 2 May 2015) examines the 

appropriateness of the proposed rules.10  Options 3 (Adjustments to 
the lighting standards in the operative Plan, page 97) relevantly 
states the following:  

 “1. Issues have not been raised with the current standards in  

 either  the s35 monitoring reports prepared in 2011 or in 

 discussions with plan administrators or compliance officers. 

 The consensus has been that the current standards are 

 appropriate and are achieving the objectives. They generate 

 very few complaints (averaging 7 a year) and have triggered 

 only 22 consents in the last 10 years, the majority of which 

 also required consent under other plan rules.”  

2. More permissive standards are considered to be less 
 appropriate because the current standards are generally more 
 permissive than other District Plans in New Zealand and very 
 few consent applications are triggered under the current 
 regime. More permissive standards would result in more light 
 spill into the night sky and would not be as effective in 
 achieving the objective. 
  

 3. Less permissive standards are considered to be less appropriate 
  because they would increase consenting requirements and  
  would not be consistent with the Statement of Expectations.  
 
40 It appears from the above that the issue of light-spill and glare is 

not a significant one for the city.  I also have not seen any figures 

on how many motor vehicle accidents have been attributed to glare 

from a luminare.   

41 I asked Alison McLaughlin last week  whether the details of the 

complaints record could be sent to me.  This could not be provided 

in time for the completion of my evidence but it might be useful 

background information for the Panel.  

42 Bearing in mind required outcome of Strategic Objective 3.3.2 

(Clarity of language and efficiency), I have not seen any evaluation 

on whether the proposed numerical standards on glare could result 

in more resource consent applications, but in my opinion the 

                                            
10 There are no changes to this section in the revised s32 Report, dated 15 July 2015. 
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standards are specialised and will require specialist expertise to 

measure, assess and monitor glare with the attendant costs. 

WHETHER THE REVISED RULES SHOULD BE PUBLICLY 

NOTIFIED TO ENABLE BROADER COMMUNITY INPUT 

43 The proposed suite of numerical standards on glare is a significant 

departure from the activity specific standards contained in existing 

Rule 6.3.2.2.1 (P1) and Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3).   In my opinion any 

person reading the existing rules and the submissions on those rules 

would not have anticipated a wholesale change to the rules in the 

manner proposed.  Furthermore, the introduction of the standards 

has been completed in a very short space of time presumably with 

limited evaluation and testing of the luminous intensity limits and 

how they could impact on businesses in particular.  

44 I also note that the existing Rule 6.3.2.2.3 (RD3) only applied to 

arterial and minor arterial roads whereas the new rule has increased 

its scope to include all roads.  No submitters to my knowledge 

sought this. 

45 In my view the wider community should be given an opportunity to 

examine the rules and decide whether they impact on them.  I think 

any re-notified version should include the type of information I 

discuss on paragraph 14 of my evidence. 

46 The other option is to delete rules relating to glare completely or 

alternatively revert to the rules in the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan and carry out a comprehensive review of 

the issue of glare and introduce a Plan Change at a later date.    

 

Dated:  17 February 2016 

 

 

Andrew Mark Purves 


