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Introduction 

1 My name is Stuart Camp. I am a Principal in the national acoustical consulting firm of 

Marshall Day Acoustics.  

2 I have previously prepared separate statements of primary evidence on behalf of 

Christchurch City Council (CCC 16 October 2015) and Fulton Hogan Ltd 

(FH 29 October 2015). My qualifications and experience are outlined in these 

statements. 

3 Whilst this is a Council Hearing, I acknowledge that I have read and am familiar with 

the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014, and agree to comply with it. My qualifications 

as an expert are set out above. Other than where I state that I am relying on the advice 

of another person, 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 that I express. 

Scope of Evidence 

4 My two statements of primary evidence mostly address different aspects of the same 

broad proposal; namely Fulton Hogan’s rezoning requests in relation to the Templeton 

Golf Course site. 

5 My rebuttal evidence addresses noise issues raised in the evidence filed by Sara Jane 

Harnett (Submitter 2162 / Further Submitter 2735). 

Sara Jane Harnett 

6 At paragraph 13, Ms Harnett discusses the “…high level of rural amenity in terms of 

noise from surrounding activities…” which she enjoys at her property. I do not agree 

with this statement. As noted at paragraphs 4.1 and 4.2 of my CCC 16 October 2015 

evidence, this area is reasonably noisy, with traffic noise, motorsport noise, quarry 

noise, significant aircraft noise, and increasing activity from the developing Waterloo 

Business Park. In my view, this area does not have a high level of rural amenity with 

respect to noise. 
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7 At paragraph 15, Ms Harnett rightly points out that the character of noise plays an 

important part in our perception of it. However, she refers to my comment about noise 

from a quarry being essentially continuous (CCC 16 October 2015, paragraph 4.12) as 

part of her concern that by “filling in the gaps”, this would result in “…one relentless 

round of noise with no respite..”. 

8 To give this some context, it is useful to recognise that in any noise environment, there 

is always some “background” noise. This is often from distant traffic and industry, and 

is so constant and benign that we are often not even aware that it is present. Lay 

people often refer to this as being “white noise”. This constant element of noise means 

that distinct noise sources are less noticeable. For example, a truck driving past at 

night in a remote rural area is much more noticeable than the same truck on a busy 

urban road. 

9 Quarry noise, by virtue of being constant, is often much less noticeable than variable 

noise sources. 

10 At paragraph 18, Ms Harnett seems to misunderstand my comment (CCC 16 October 

2015, paragraph 4.2) regarding this area being reasonably noisy. My comment was not 

about the golf course, as Ms Harnett suggests, but about the use of the area in 

general. While a golf course is often seen as a quiet place, users of it are involved in 

active recreation which is not particularly sensitive to noise. In addition, users can 

choose which course they wish to play at. A residential dwelling is much more 

sensitive, because it needs to provide for quiet passive outdoor recreation areas.  

11 There are many examples of golf courses which operate successfully in noisy 

environments. I do not expect the noise environment on the golf course to change 

noticeably if the rezoning requests are approved, and I see no noise-related reason 

why the proposed new golf course would not be appropriate. 

12 At paragraph 21, Ms Harnett correctly points out that her dwelling is closer to the 

current golf course site than I stated in my evidence (CCC 16 October 2015, paragraph 

4.14). This correction does not affect my conclusions, because all my analysis was 

predicated on noise rules applying at the zone boundary. 

13 Again in paragraph 21, Ms Harnett notes that Council have issued a Certificate of 

Compliance for a second dwelling on her property. Again, this does not affect my 
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primary evidence in any way. As noted above, I have demonstrated that a quarry is 

able to comply with the relevant District Plan noise standards at the zone boundary, 

and a potential additional dwelling does not change this. 

14 At paragraph 23, Ms Harnett suggests that the existing Fulton Hogan quarry is the 

nosiest neighbour of the golf course. I do not agree with this. Ruapuna Raceway 

generates noticeably higher noise levels than the quarry is permitted to generate, as 

evidenced by the noise contours shown on map 36 of the operative District Plan. In this 

respect, if the golf course moves, it will be to a slightly quieter site—further from 

Ruapuna. 

15 At paragraph 23, Ms Harnett also states that her environment “…will become much 

noisier…”. I do not agree with this. As noted in paragraph 6.4 of my primary evidence 

(FH 29 October 2015), the existing level of traffic noise at Ms Harnett’s dwelling is 

around 65 dB LAeq, and adding quarry noise at 50—55 dB LAeq would not change this at 

all. There may be a slight subjective change in character, but the overall noise 

environment would not get noisier. 

16 At paragraph 24, Ms Harnett discusses the effect of wind, and notes that the 

“…prevailing wind [north easterly] is travelling in [her] direction…”. This is incorrect. 

Given the indicative location for crushing plant proposed by Fulton Hogan on its Outline 

Development Plan, Ms Harnett’s dwelling would only be downwind in a north-westerly 

wind. In addition, while wind does have a significant effect on noise propagation over 

large distances, it has negligible effects over short distances. When gravel extraction is 

occurring close to Ms Harnett’s property, noise levels will be essentially independent of 

wind direction. 

17 At paragraph 24, Ms Harnett also suggests that compliance monitoring would be very 

difficult unless a noise logger was used. This is true for a site like Ruapuna, where 

noise levels vary significantly during each day. For a quarry, noise levels are consistent 

from day to day, and hence compliance monitoring is very simple. The only variable is 

the location of the gravel extraction, but a simple measurement in one location can 

easily be applied to another. 

18 At paragraph 27, Ms Harnett questions how much more noise this area can absorb. 

The rezoning applications will not result in more noise being generated in the area, it 
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will simply move some existing noise sources. The noise environment in the greater 

surrounding area will not noticeably change.  

19 At paragraph 50, Ms Harnett observes that trucks on Pound Road create a “…different 

sound to smaller lighter vehicles…”. I agree with this, although this needs to be 

qualified by noting that Pound Road has a high level of heavy traffic, and this use is 

likely to increase. As such, quarries are not the only source of trucks on this road. 

20 At paragraph 56, Ms Harnett discusses mitigation options. With respect to noise, I note 

that: 

20.1 An excavation setback of 250 metres is not required to achieve appropriate 

noise levels; 

20.2 I do not support the use of an earth bund for noise mitigation on this site. Other 

than initial site development, all quarry activity occurs at the bottom of a pit in 

the order of 10 metres deep, and the pit wall acts as an effective “mound” in its 

own right. In addition, creating the bund would require removal of existing 

vegetation, and any minimal benefit with respect to noise would need to be 

considered in light of other effects; 

20.3 I assume that the request for a “…transparent acoustic shield along the road 

boundary…” relates to Ms Harnett’s property boundary. As already noted, 

Pound Road carries a lot of traffic other than quarry trucks, and in my view 

traffic noise is a broader issue that is not directly related to Fulton Hogan’s 

proposal; 

20.4 I have already discussed why I do not consider a noise logger to be necessary; 

20.5 The location proposed by Fulton Hogan for crushing plant is at least 500 metres 

from Ms Harnett’s existing house, and from the approved future house site; 

20.6 I agree that the crusher plant should be enclosed. As discussed in my primary 

evidence (FH 29 October 2015 paragraphs 5.5 to 5.8), this is necessary to 

achieve compliance with the relevant noise standards. I do not agree that it 

needs to be against the quarry wall. The design of the enclosure can be tailored 

to whatever location is chosen, and the indicative location provides good 

setbacks to all neighbours; 
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20.7 I have addressed the issue of the site entrance location in my primary evidence 

(CCC 16 October 2015 paragraphs 5.5 and 5.6), I am satisfied that the existing 

golf course entrance is an appropriate location, and the outline development 

plan proposed by Fulton Hogan adopts this; 

20.8 I do not agree with the request to begin excavation on Ms Harnett’s side of the 

quarry. This could result in slightly higher noise levels at times, because the pit 

wall would not screen the extraction machinery from Ms Harnett’s property; and 

20.9 I agree with the request to restrict reversing beepers, and Fulton Hogan’s 

proposal addresses this issue. 

 
 

 
Stuart Camp 

6 November 2015 
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