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1 Introduction 

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

Marshall Day Acoustics. I hold a Science degree from Auckland University, majoring in 

Mathematics and Acoustics. I have worked in the field of acoustics with Marshall Day 

Acoustics for the last 32 years. I established the Christchurch office in 1997. 

1.2 I have been engaged by Fulton Hogan Limited to provide evidence on noise issues in 

the Rural Quarry zone. 

1.3 The issue which I have been asked to comment on is the proposal to rezone Fulton 

Hogan’s current Pound Road quarry site from rural quarry to open space, and to 

rezone the current Templeton Golf Course site from open space to rural quarry. 

2 Qualifications and Experience 

2.1 A large percentage of my time involves environmental noise assessments, and I have 

completed numerous projects in New Zealand, Australia, and Malaysia. I have 

presented evidence at both Council and Environment Court hearings many times. 

2.2 I have used the operative City Plan noise rules as part of my work for the past 18 

years, and I am currently engaged by Christchurch City Council to review these and 

assist in preparing noise rules for the Replacement District Plan. 

2.3 I have also assisted in revising noise rules for Ashburton, Invercargill, and Hurunui. 

2.4 I have been involved in over 30 quarry related projects over the past 16 years, ranging 

from sand extraction to blasting of hard rock. Of particular relevance to my evidence is 

my specific experience on the extraction and processing of alluvial gravels in 

Canterbury, including: 

 Fulton Hogan: I have undertaken several recent projects for Fulton Hogan, 

including work at their Yaldhurst and Pound Road quarries. I was responsible for 

the assessment of noise effects for an extraction area immediately south of the 

Ruapuna Raceway, and a recently consented extraction site in Roberts Road, 

 Winstone Aggregates: I have undertaken measurements and assessments of 

various activities and proposals at Winstone’s Yaldhurst site over the past 7 

years, 
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 Road Metals Company: I have been responsible for all noise monitoring and 

consenting at Road Metals Yaldhurst site since 1998, including several 

successful expansion projects dating back to 2004. I was also involved in 

consenting the greenfields quarry recently established by Road Metals near 

Rolleston, including direct referral to the Environment Court, 

 Blakely Construction: I provided advice for Blakely’s relating to remediation work 

and contractors yard activity at their small quarry site immediately west of 

Winstone’s Yaldhurst quarry, 

 Christchurch Ready Mix: I have worked for Christchurch Ready Mix on several 

projects, including consenting a new extraction site in Kettlewell Drive, about 

1.5 km west of Winstone’s quarry. 

2.5 In summary, over the past 16 years I have worked on a large number of quarry projects 

around Christchurch, including almost every quarry within a 5 km radius of the 

Templeton Golf Course. 

2.6 I have also been engaged by Council with respect to noise from the Ruapuna Raceway 

site for the past 8 years. My involvement in that project has given me a detailed 

understanding of the noise environment in the area around the Templeton Golf Course. 

2.7 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. 

3 Scope of Evidence 

3.1 I have also provided evidence on behalf of Christchurch City Council, dealing with the 

appropriateness of the proposed rezoning applications, and other matters arising out of 

submissions on Chapter 17. 

3.2 This evidence only addresses matters relevant to Fulton Hogan’s rezoning requests. In 

particular: 
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 Whether or not a quarry on the Templeton Golf Course site can reasonably be 

expected to comply with relevant District Plan noise rules; 

 What mechanisms might be necessary to ensure that compliance is achieved; 

and, 

 What the costs of the rezoning applications would be, in terms of noise effects, 

with particular reference to the nearest residential neighbour. 

4 Relevant Noise Rules 

4.1 As I have discussed in my evidence for Council, the noise rules which will apply to 

activities on the Golf Course site are the rules for the surrounding zones. For the most 

part, this means the rural noise rules. 

4.2 Although the proposed noise rules have not yet been finalised, I have assisted Council 

in drafting them, and the clear intention in the rules is to structure them in such a way 

that it is clear to all users that the amount of noise which can be produced on any site 

is a function of who receives that noise. I consider it unlikely that the final noise rules 

for the rural zone will be significantly different to the operative rules, because of the 

need to provide an appropriate level of amenity for rural dwellings. 

4.3 I have also noted in my evidence for Council that the operative District Plan noise rules 

are amongst the most stringent in the country. I have therefore assessed the effects of 

a quarry on the basis of the operative rules, and I have considered what might happen 

if a plausible increase in rules was approved. In this context, I consider it plausible that 

the proposed rules could increase from 50 dB to 55 dB (LAeq). I consider it highly 

unlikely that anything greater than 55 dB LAeq would be approved, because it would be 

essentially impossible to justify such a limit on the basis of effects on existing 

residential neighbours. 

4.4 I acknowledge that the draft rules include a line (6.1.4.1.1.1 Permitted Activities, Table 

1, line o)  which suggests that the Rural Quarry zone will be allowed to generate high 

levels of noise at the zone boundary. This is an error in drafting that is intended to be 

rectified. It is inconsistent with all the other noise rules, and was not the intention. 



 4 

5 Ability of Quarry to Comply 

5.1 The key issue that I wish to address today is whether or not a new quarry  on the 

existing Templeton Golf Course site could comply with the proposed noise rules. 

5.2 In my evidence for Council, I have discussed the four broad categories of noise from a 

quarry. In summary, the only source which has some risk of non-compliance, is 

crushing and screening.  

5.3 Processing plant, including crushing and screening, is easily the noisiest aspect of a 

quarry, and is the activity which results in quarries being considered noisy. My 

company provided some concept advice to Fulton Hogan several years ago to assist 

with planning for the potential rezoning of the Golf Course site. 

5.4 Our initial advice adopted a conservative approach of assuming a large plant including 

jaw crushers, which are typically the noisiest method of processing gravel. 

5.5 In summary, our work established that a conventional un-enclosed processing plant 

would not be able to comply with the operative District Plan noise rules. The setbacks 

required for compliance would not be achievable within the site area. 

5.6 However, our work demonstrated that even with the large noisy plant which we 

assumed, once the processing plant is enclosed within a building, the required setback 

distances reduce significantly.  

5.7 For example, even a relatively simple metal shed would allow compliance with the 

daytime noise rules at distances of 200 metres to the rural and open space zones, and 

100 metres to the Business zone. 

5.8 In addition, a concrete building would allow the plant to achieve compliance with the 

night-time noise rules with setback distances of around 150 metres. 

5.9 In other words, there are a range of noise control solutions possible, and the final 

choice will depend on the plant selection, its location on-site, and the required hours of 

operation. 

5.10 On the basis of the work we have carried out for this site, I am satisfied that a quarry 

could be established on the Golf Course site that achieves compliance with the 

operative District Plan noise rules. As noted in my earlier evidence for the Council, it is 

my view that the new rules may get slightly more permissive, but I do not expect them 
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to change significantly. Although the operative rules are amongst the most stringent in 

the country, a relaxation to them of more than 5 dBA would place them amongst the 

most lenient in the country. 

5.11 Whilst my company has been involved in a number of quarry projects in New Zealand 

and Australia where crushing plant has successfully been enclosed, it is fair to say that 

this is not common practice.  

5.12 I therefore consider it appropriate for the new quarry activity to prove it is going to 

adopt measures that will ensure compliance with the noise limits. 

5.13 I am happy with the proposal being offered by Fulton Hogan, which involves the use of 

an Outline Development Plan showing an area within which crushing plant will be 

located. The nominated area is well separated from existing rural dwellings, and in my 

view is a good choice. A crushing plant located there will, in my assessment based on 

previous work, be able to meet the operative rules of the City Plan. 

5.14 I also understand that it will not be possible to uplift the deferred quarry zoning on the 

golf course site until a noise management plan is provided to Council demonstrating 

that quarrying activity on the site (including the processing plant) will comply with the 

District Plan noise rules. I consider this to be the type of appropriate mechanism I 

spoke about in my evidence for the Council. 

6 Amenity Effects on Neighbours 

6.1 As explained in my evidence for the Council, I consider the effects on existing 

neighbours will be acceptable if the operative noise standards are complied with. I have 

also noted that I do not expect these standards to change significantly in the proposed 

plan. I have considered what the effects would be if a 5 dB increase occurred, but I 

have not assessed what would happen in the unlikely event that the rules increase 

significantly. 

6.2 In my evidence for the Council, I also conclude that any change that results from 

having a quarry as a neighbour instead of a golf course will be one of changed 

amenity. I would like to discuss this issue further. 

6.3 To provide some context, I would like to use Ms Harnett’s dwelling as an example. 

6.4 In objective terms, this property is already exposed to traffic noise that I estimate to be 

around 65 dB LAeq during the day (30 metres off the road). Unlike the intermittent 
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nature of aircraft flyovers, traffic noise in this area is reasonably constant all day. 

Adding quarry noise at a permitted level of 50 dB LAeq would not change the overall 

level of noise at this dwelling. 

6.5 In the event that the proposed noise rules were increased to 55 dB LAeq, this conclusion 

would still hold—adding a second source that is at least 10 dB quieter than the first will 

not increase the overall noise level. Hence, although it is possible that quarry noise 

may be audible during occasional breaks in traffic, it is my view that any change in 

amenity will be negligible. 

6.6 I understand that Fulton Hogan are now proposing to accept a restriction of 6 am to 

6 pm for processing and extraction activities. I have therefore not specifically 

considered what effects would result if the quarry were permitted to operate at night. I 

do however note, that the daytime noise rules do not commence until 7 am, and hence 

a 6 am start would generally only allow for preparatory work. Full operation of the 

processing plant would not be possible until 7 am, unless it was designed to achieve 

compliance with the night-time noise standards. 

6.7 I also understand that there are likely to be some heavy traffic movements on the 

surrounding road network at night from the quarry. As discussed in my evidence for 

Council, I do not consider this to be an issue with respect to noise. Whilst traffic is not 

my area of expertise, my experience on other quarry projects suggests that because 

the number of truck movements at a quarry at night is generally very small because 

most construction sites are not open to receive deliveries at night. In addition, Pound 

Road is the heavy traffic bypass for Christchurch, and already caters for a number of 

trucks at night. A small increase in this number will not in my view result in any adverse 

noise effects. 

6.8 Similarly, night-time activity at the quarry could involve trucks being loaded on-site. 

This will occur near the processing plant, and will therefore be well away from any site 

boundary. Based on my measurements of this type of activity, I am satisfied that this 

will comfortably comply with the night-time noise standards. 

6.9 I am also satisfied that plant maintenance activities could be undertaken on-site at 

night. My calculations show that even occasional hammering would easily comply with 

the night-time noise standards given the large separation distances involved.  

6.10 As a final note on amenity, I have deliberately not discussed noise effects from activity 

at Ruapuna. All existing neighbours of the Golf Course are to some extent affected by 
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motorsport noise from Ruapuna. However, motorsport noise is clearly identifiable, and 

can often be noticeable at quite low noise levels. In contrast, noise from a quarry is 

largely broadband and continuous, and this blends well into the ambient noise 

environment, particularly when there is a reasonable level of traffic noise in the area. 

6.11 In my view, noise from Ruapuna does not in any way justify any more or less noise 

from other sites. In addition, as outlined above, a new quarry on the Golf Course site 

will result in a negligible change in amenity at neighbouring dwellings, and as such 

there would not be any cumulative noise effects arising when Ruapuna noise is 

factored in.  

7 Reversing Beepers 

7.1 One final noise source which warrants specific condition is reversing beepers. These 

do not normally result in non-compliance, but are regularly listed by neighbours to 

quarries and similar activities as being highly annoying. 

7.2 I have discussed this issue with Fulton Hogan. I understand that Fulton Hogan is happy 

to ensure that tonal reversing beepers are not used on equipment which is permanently 

located within the quarry. I further understand that this will be a requirement of the 

noise management plan. 

7.3 There are good alternatives now available for tonal beepers, including broadband 

alarms which make a gentle whooshing sound and are barely noticeable beyond a few 

tens of metres. 

7.4 It is not possible to impose a condition prohibiting tonal beepers entirely, because 

trucks belonging to companies other than Fulton Hogan will collect gravel from the 

quarry, and it is not possible for all of these to be treated. However, all major quarries 

which I have visited in Canterbury operate a system whereby trucks are able to “drive 

through” the quarry without having to reverse. As a result, it is rare for reversing alarms 

on trucks to be heard. I am satisfied that eliminating the beepers on front end loaders 

and similar which are permanently on-site will address this issue. 

 
 
 
 
 

Stuart Camp 
29 October 2015 


