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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF NEVIL IAN HEGLEY 

INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Nevil Ian Hegley.  I am the Principal of Hegley Acoustic 
Consultants.  I have the following experience and qualifications 
relevant to the evidence I shall give: 

1.1 I have more than 40 years’ experience in civil engineering 
and for the last 35 years I have specialised in acoustics; 

1.2 I have an MSc from Southampton University where I 
undertook research in acoustics in 1975/76; 

1.3 I am a Chartered Professional Engineer, International 
Professional Engineer, a Member of the Institution of 
Professional Engineers New Zealand, the Institution of Civil 
Engineers London and the Acoustical Society of America;  

1.4 I have appeared on the majority of the Standards sub-
committees dealing with sound issues since 1977 and I was 
the Chairman of both the 1984 and 1999 versions of the 
Construction Noise Standard NZS6803.  This included the 
development of NZS 6809: 1999 Acoustics - Port Noise 
Management and Land Use Planning (NZS6809); 

1.5 In 2010 I received the Meritorious Award by Standards New 
Zealand for outstanding commitment to the development of 
New Zealand Acoustic Standards;  

1.6 I have provided acoustic advice to the Lyttelton Port Company 
Limited (LPC) for 20 years and during this time I have been 
involved with various aspects of noise control, the prediction 
of future noise from the Port and subsequent confirmation of 
the designs. I provided planning advice to LPC during the 
development of the Port noise provisions in the Banks 
Peninsula District Plan. 

1.7 I assisted the Lyttelton Port Company with the development 
of the City Depot located on industrial land between Chapman 
Road, Port Hills Road and south of the Main South Railway 
Line to ensure compliance with reasonable noise levels to the 
surrounding environment. 

1.8 I have also provided acoustic design to a number of other 
ports around the country and to Councils who are developing 
noise controls at ports. 

2 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 
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2.1 The Statement of Evidence of Stuart Camp on behalf of 
Christchurch City Council dated 4 February 2016; 

2.2 The noise related parts of the Statement of Evidence of Kelly 
Marie Andrew on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 4 
February 2016; and 

2.3 NZS 6809: 1999 Acoustics - Port Noise Management and 
Land Use Planning (NZS6809). 

3 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing 
being conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note 
that in preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct 
for expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the 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. 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

4 I have been asked by Lyttelton Port Company Ltd (LPC) to present 
evidence on the construction and operational noise rules as they 
effect the City Depot in Chapman Road.  

5 As currently proposed Rule 6.1.4.2.3 for construction noise is not 
clear.  It is proposed a slight rewording of the rule would remove 
any uncertainty. 

6 The industrial noise limits in the Christchurch Replacement District 
Plan do not seem to take the full effects on the industrial neighbours 
and the site activities of the zone into account.  It is recommended 
the noise levels should be increased slightly to reflect the nature 
and the expected use of the zoning.  At the same time the noise 
should be kept to a level that will not result in unreasonable noise 
for the adjoining industrial site.  A level reflecting these expectations 
is recommended. 

BACKGROUND 

7 I was involved with the development of the LPC Inland Port, ‘City 
Depot’, on industrial land located between Chapmans Road, Port 
Hills Road and south of the Main South Railway Line.   

8 This included the assessment of construction activities as the site 
was being developed and making recommendations on the control 
of operation noise from the site to reflect the expectations of the 
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adjoining uses and subsequent field monitoring to show compliance 
with the consent conditions for the site.   

CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

9 In Attachment A of Kelly Andrew’s evidence it has been 
recommended that construction noise should be controlled using 
Rule 6.1.4.2.3 by amending the original wording to: 

Compliance with the noise limits set out in Tables 2 and 3 of 
NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise, with reference 
to ‘construction noise’ taken to refer to other, mobile noise 
sources. 

10 This condition as proposed is not clear and could mean the noise 
limits as set out in Tables 2 and 3 are assessed in accordance with 
the requirements of NZS6801:2008 Acoustics – Environmental 
Noise.  It is unlikely that this is what was meant. 

11 I recommend the rule be modified slightly to: 

The noise limits set out in Tables 2 and 3 shall be complied 
with when measured and assessed in accordance with the 
requirements of NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction 
Noise. 

ZONE DESIGN LEVELS 

12 LPC sought a change to the industrial noise controls for industrial 
general limits from 65dB LAeq to 70dB LAeq and 75dB LAeq for the 
heavy industrial activities.   

13 The reasons for seeking the higher noise levels in the industrial 
zones are based on what the zones are set up to allow for, that is, 
industrial activities that are unsuitable in a residential zone.  The 
only potential noise sensitive activity within an industrial zone is the 
industrial related office type of activity.   

14 Guidance on the level expected within uses associated with 
industrial zones may be taken from AS/NZS 2107:2000 Acoustics—
Recommended design sound levels and reverberation times for 
building interiors.  Table 1 of AS/NZS2107 recommends: 
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Type of occupancy/activity 

 

Recommended design sound level, LAeq 
 

Satisfactory Maximum 

INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS 
 
Control rooms 
Foremen's offices 
Laboratories or test areas 
Lunch rooms 
Precision assemblies 
Sick bays 

 

 
 

50 
45 
40 
40 
40 
40 

 
 

 

60 
50 
50 
55 
50 
50 
 

 

15 AS/NZS2107 states the satisfactory design sound level is the level 
of noise that has been found to be acceptable by most people for 
the environment in question and also for a non-intrusive level. 

16 Maximum design sound level is defined as the level of noise above 
which most people occupying the space start to become dissatisfied. 

17 An office located within an industrial zone will generally operate with 
closed windows and on that basis the reduction between the inside 
and outside will be a minimum of 25dB LAeq.  Thus, for a satisfactory 
level this translates to 40 to 55dB (from Table 2 above) + 25dBA for 
the façade reduction to give a level of 65 – 80dB LAeq outside. 

18 For the maximum level outside this may be determined from a level 
of 50 to 70dB (from Table 2 above) + 25dBA for the façade 
reduction to give a level of 75 – 95dB LAeq outside.   

19 From the above it can be seen there is a significant variation of 
levels that AS/NZS 2107 adopts as reasonable when assuming the 
receiver position at the site boundary.  For any use located into the 
site the noise received will be noticeably lower than at the 
boundary.  

20 In adopting an appropriate level it is important to consider the type 
of activity that may occur on industrial properties.  The most 
common activity would be truck movements, and in the case of the 
LPC City Depot, forklifts unloading or loading trucks.  Truck 
movements on an access to a site will often exceed 70dB LAeq, the 
exact level being dependent on the number of trucks and the 
distance the access is from the boundary.   

21 For this reason the City Depot has located the site access on the 
side of the site adjacent to the industrial neighbours rather than 
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near the noise sensitive uses (such as the custodial dwellings) in 
Nuttall Drive.   

22 It is noted that the existing consent conditions for the City Depot do 
not have any noise limits to adjoining industrial uses and the 
introduction of the proposed 65dB LAeq limit, as currently proposed 
by the Council, would not be complied with.  I suggest this would be 
true for many industrial sites around Christchurch. 

23 When setting noise limits the potential effect on the neighbour is the 
most important issue.  The level to noise sensitive activities, such as 
residential, has been well defined with an upper limit of 55dB.  
Similarly, it is acknowledged that a higher noise level to industrial 
sites is reasonable and necessary if industry is to function.  It is with 
the knowledge that industry generates more adverse environmental 
effects than other types of use that industrial zones are created and 
as such higher noise levels are adopted. 

24 As set out above, a level of 70 – 75dB LAeq can be considered 
reasonable and not result in an unreasonable noise for an industrial 
neighbour.  In my opinion the fact there are different levels of 
industrial zones in the Plan indicates a varying degree of 
expectations for the zones.   

25 Taking all of the above into account I believe it reasonable if levels 
of 70dB LAeq and 75dB LAeq are adopted for the general and heavy 
industrial zones respectively.  If there is no difference in the levels 
there seems to be a reduced reason to have different zones.  Also, 
offering different levels of control for the different zones will attract 
the appropriate industry to the zone.  

COUNCIL’S RESPONSE 

26 Acting on behalf of the Christchurch City Council Mr Camp has 
suggested1 “in Lyttelton in particular, the industrial zones are very 
small, and allowing such high noise levels within the zone as a 
permitted standard could easily result in adverse noise effects at 
more distant properties”. 

27 This is not the case, as where there is a more noise sensitive use 
nearby in a more sensitive zone (e.g. Residential) that use will 
generally control the amount of noise that may be generated.  Of 
course, the same argument applies if the Council’s recommendation 
of 65dB is adopted. 

28 However, none of the above is about Lyttelton Port but about the 
City Depot in Chapman Road and the fact different zones reflect 

                                            
1 Mr Camp’s evidence paragraph 6.22 
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different expectations.  Providing a balanced approach is considered 
the outcome will be positive for everyone. 

CONCLUSIONS 

29 Rewording the construction noise controls slightly to remove any 
uncertainty for the current noise rule.   

30 There are general and heavy industrial zones and the expectations 
in both of these zones are different.  However, the same level of 
65dB LAeq has been proposed.   

31 Compliance with 65dB LAeq is impractical for some industrial 
activities and increasing the level to 70dB for an industrial general 
zone and to 75dB for an industrial heavy zone will not exceed 
reasonable expectations based on the recommendation of 
AS/NZS2107. 

32 It is recommended that 70dB / 75dB LAeq should be adopted for the 
industrial general and heavy industry noise limit respectively.  

 

Dated:      17 February 2016 

 

__________________________ 
Nevil Ian Hegley 
 
 

 


