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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full 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 33 years. I 

established the Christchurch office in 1997. 

1.2 I have been engaged by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

evidence in relation to noise in response to submissions on Chapter 6. 

1.3 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to noise as part 

of the Replacement Plan process since February 2014.  

1.4 I have also assisted in revising noise rules for Ashburton, Invercargill, and 

Hurunui. 

1.5 I have previously provided evidence to the proposed Replacement District 

Plan Hearings Panel as part of the Commercial and Industrial Chapters in 

relation to the area around Lyttelton Port, the Rural Quarry Zone, the Specific 

Purpose (Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery Park) Zone, and the Open 

Space Zone.  

1.6 I have been involved in expert conferencing in preparation for hearing of the 

General Rules and Procedures chapter, and . 

1.7 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. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence covers submissions on technical noise issues. I have grouped my 

responses to submissions according to the rule(s) to which they relate. 
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2.2 My evidence will not address issues regarding aircraft noise and/or engine 

testing. These are being addressed in the evidence of others. The wording of 

objectives and policies is generally beyond my area of expertise and I have not 

commented on them. 

3. 6.1.3.1 APPLICATION OF RULES 

3.1 The notified version of this chapter included a note referring to the Utilities 

chapter (Chapter 11) for noise standards relating to Utilities. In particular, this 

was intended to cover noise from wind turbines. 

3.2 I confirm that Chapter 11 has provided for both small and large scale wind 

turbines. Importantly, the rules require large scale wind turbines to comply with 

the appropriate New Zealand standard, NZS 6808:2010.  

4. 6.1.3.2 EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

4.1 A submission by the Catholic Bishop of Christchurch (2089.7) requests that 

the exemption for spontaneous social activities and children’s play be 

extended to include preschools within the specific purpose schools zone. 

4.2 I do not support this request. The exemption is deliberately for “spontaneous” 

activities, on that basis that this is infrequent and generally of short duration. 

Preschools do not conform to this. They involve larger groups of children, often 

having organised play times. The noise produced by children at a preschool is 

therefore generally greater than what would be anticipated by the exemption. 

4.3 In my view, it does not matter whether a preschool is located in the specific 

purpose schools zone or not. Most schools adjoin residential areas, and the 

effects of noise from the preschool needs to be considered in that context.  

4.4 I have been involved in a large number of preschool projects over the past 20 

years, and many of them could have resulted in adverse noise effects if they 

were not subject to careful consideration of noise at the consent stage. I 

therefore recommend rejecting this submission. 

4.5 The Crown (2387.70 and 3721.1094) seeks to add an exemption for 

“…generators for emergency purposes where they are operated by emergency 

services…”. 

4.6 I support this request. In my experience, people are tolerant of noise when it 

clearly relates to an emergency. However, I consider it important that this 
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exemption does not allow every standby generator in the City to produce high 

levels of noise, because standby generators will be run at least once per 

month for testing. In my view, limiting the exemption to generators operated by 

emergency services is an appropriate means of addressing this concern. 

4.7 Carter Group (3602.133, 3602.134 and 2330.4) and Scentre New Zealand 

(2332.17 and 2332.9) request an exemption for noise from construction 

activities. 

4.8 I do not consider it appropriate to have no noise rules for construction 

activities. However, I agree that the general noise rules are overly restrictive 

for temporary activities such as construction. The New Zealand construction 

noise standard (NZS 6803:1999) is appropriate for assessing construction 

noise. This standard allows higher levels of noise, on the basis of it being short 

duration, but also requires the best practicable option to be employed to 

control potential adverse noise effects. 

4.9 The proposed rules include reference to NZS 6803, and notes have been 

added to ensure that it is clear that the general rules do not apply to 

construction activity. I discuss construction noise further in section 9 of this 

statement below. 

4.10 The Crown (3721.1092) request an exemption for noise from “…activities on 

Lot 1 DP 53863 associated with the operation of emergency services…”. I 

understand that this property is the central fire station. 

4.11 I agree with the need to ensure that emergency services can operate without 

being hindered by having to comply with the general noise rules. However, it is 

my view that permanent equipment on-site, such as air-conditioning plant, 

compressors, and pumps, can and should comply with the general noise rules. 

There is no reason why neighbours should have to accept higher noise levels 

from this fixed plant just because it is associated with a fire station. 

4.12 I therefore recommend that the exemption is worded in such a way that it only 

applies to equipment which is being used for emergency purposes. 

4.13 Horticulture New Zealand (2165.2) seek several changes to exemption 

6.1.3.2 (vi). In particular, this exemption makes it clear that helicopters and 

irrigation pumps are not exempt, and the submission seeks to make them 

exempt. 
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4.14 I do not support this request. With regard to helicopters, one of the common 

uses for helicopters in horticulture is frost protection, and because the 

helicopters do not land on the farm, they are not controlled by the District Plan. 

Second, the proposed rules include a permitted activity standard for helicopter 

landing areas which allows a modest number of movements per year. I expect 

that this provision will be sufficient to allow for normal farming use of 

helicopters. 

4.15 With regard to irrigation pumps, my view is the same as for any other 

permanently installed item of mechanical equipment. Pumps are not 

particularly noisy, and there are well established noise control methods 

available. In addition, farm pumps are often located well away from 

neighbouring properties, and as such, compliance will normally be very simple. 

The purpose of requiring compliance is to ensure that if a farmer chooses to 

locate a pump very close to a neighbouring dwelling, the District Plan will 

provide a means of addressing noise effects. 

5. 6.1.3.3 MEASURING NOISE 

5.1 The Canterbury District Health Board (3696.122), Environmental Noise 

Analysis and Advice Service (2456.11 and 2456.12), Raropua Property 

Limited (2005.2), and Jeff Vesey (2212.1) oppose the removal of the special 

audible characteristics (SAC) adjustment in rule 6.1.3.3 (a). 

5.2 The expert conferencing statement dated 3 December 2015 also noted 

(paragraph 3.2) that the experts failed to agree on a common approach to this 

issue. 

5.3 As a simple explanation, the intention of the SAC adjustment is to recognise 

that a noise source which has identifiable characteristics such as tonality or 

impulsiveness is inherently more annoying than a source which does not. The 

adjustment under NZS 6802 is 5 dB when SAC is deemed to exist. 

5.4 My reasons for removing the SAC adjustment include: 

 SAC are not considered in the operative plan rules. Hence, the 

proposed rules are simply maintaining the status quo; 

 Christchurch is not known for having problems resulting from not 

assessing SAC. In other words, the operative rules seem to work well 

without including SAC; 
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 Both the operative and proposed rules are reasonably stringent. For 

example, daytime residential limits in Christchurch are 50 dB (LAeq), 

whereas a number of districts throughout New Zealand set a limit of 

55 dB. Adding the SAC adjustment back in to the rules would therefore 

necessitate a complete review of the noise limits, to ensure they were 

still appropriate; 

 While the concept of the SAC adjustment is very simple, the reality is 

not. Acoustic consultants spend a lot of time, and hence a lot of their 

client’s money, arguing over whether or not an adjustment is warranted. 

Removing the SAC adjustment results in a much simpler regime, 

whereby the level of noise which is measured is the level which is 

compared to the permitted activity noise standard—there is no need for 

any adjustments. 

5.5 I would like to give two examples of the difficulty in implementing SAC 

adjustments. 

5.6 The first arose recently in regards to frost fans (not within Christchurch). Most 

acoustic consultants agree that frost fans are not tonal. However, they are 

certainly not a constant noise source. Some consultants consider this to be 

impulsiveness, others suggest that roughness would be a better measure. 

5.7 The challenge is that there is no objective method for determining whether 

either of these parameters warrant an adjustment to a frost fan. There are 

various methods which can be used, but for every method proposed by one 

consultant, there is an alternative method proposed by another to give a 

different answer. 

5.8 This project involved many months of time, and the fees for the myriad of 

acoustic consultants involved would have been approaching $100,000, without 

taking into account the cost of planners and lawyers. 

5.9 The second example is Ruapuna Motorsport Park. Council has installed a 

permanent noise logger at Ruapuna, to provide real-time noise data 

accessible by all parties. 

5.10 If SAC adjustments needed to be assessed, it is likely that they would only 

apply if there was noticeable tyre squeal or similar. I am not aware of any 

automated equipment which can undertake this, and the assessment would 

therefore either require attended logging, or audio recording and subsequent 
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post-processing. Under either option, the cost would be exorbitant, and 

potential delays in the availability of data would ensue. 

5.11 Under the proposed rules, with SAC excluded, the level of noise recorded by 

the logger is directly compared to the consented noise limits. Residents, 

Council, and the Park operators can all check the results at any time. This 

enables the operator to adjust their activities if required to ensure ongoing 

compliance. The result is a simple, cost-effective tool which benefits all parties. 

5.12 In summary, I am of the view that excluding consideration of special audible 

characteristics (SAC) provides a simple, cost-effective rule regime, and I 

recommend rejecting this submission. 

5.13 I also note that the expert conferencing statement agreed that if the SAC 

adjustment is excluded, then the duration adjustment (given in paragraph 6.4 

of NZS 6802:2008) should also be excluded. However, having considered this 

matter further, I no longer agree that the two adjustments should be linked. 

5.14 If the duration adjustment was excluded, as contemplated by the caucusing 

statement, this would create a situation where a noise producer could be 

considered in breach of the noise rules for a one-off exceedance of 10 or 15 

minutes. Conversely, retaining the duration adjustment would mean that a 

minor exceedance for one short period of time would not be considered a 

breach. In my view, the latter situation is preferable. I therefore recommend 

not excluding the duration adjustment. 

5.15 I also note that there may be concerns with scope if the duration adjustment 

was excluded. The effect of the duration adjustment is reasonably significant, 

and there may well be noise producers who would have submitted on it being 

excluded. 

5.16 Gelita New Zealand Limited (2307.15) request that the noise standards which 

apply are for the zone in which the noise is generated. 

5.17 I do not consider this to be appropriate. Noise affects those who receive the 

noise, irrespective of who produces it. Noise at a level which is appropriate in 

an industrial area, for example, is almost certainly unacceptable in a 

neighbouring residential area. 
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5.18 The proposed rules allow an industrial site to produce high levels of noise at a 

neighbouring industrial site, but ensures that noise at commercial or residential 

sites is controlled to levels appropriate for those zones. 

5.19 Waterloo Park Limited (2336.6) request an additional clause stating that “…d. 

The residential zone noise standards in Table 1 shall apply to noise from any 

site in the Industrial General (Waterloo Park) Zone that is received at or within 

the boundaries of any property in the Residential Suburban zone or at the 

notional boundary of any dwelling in Rural Urban Fringe Zone or Open 

Space…”. 

5.20 In my view, this clause is not necessary. What is being requested is exactly 

what the proposed rules already provide. As discussed above, the proposed 

rules already apply limits based on the receiving zone, exactly as this 

submission requests. 

5.21 Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service (2456.17, 2456.18, and 

2456.19) requests changes to terminology that can be summarised as 

replacing the word “measured at” with “assessed at any point within”. I accept 

that the term “assessed” is broader than “measured” and better describes the 

process for determining compliance with noise standards. I therefore support 

this request.  

5.22 This request will result in a number of changes, including wording along the 

following lines: 

 6.1.3.3 b “…The noise standards shall apply at any point within a site… 

 Table 1, b. “…assessed at any point within a notional boundary…” 

 Table 1, f. “…assessed at the site boundary…” 

 6.1.4.2.3 b “…at any point within the notional boundary…” 

 Table 4, 1.a “…assessed at the boundary with any site…” 

 Table 4, 7 a “…assessed at any property…” 

 6.1.4.2.8 e “…noise levels at any point within the boundary…” 
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6. 6.1.4.1 NOISE STANDARDS—SPECIFIC ZONES 

6.1 Gavin Frederick Case, Margaret Mary Case, and Michael Gavin Maurice Case 

(2276.2 and 2276.3) seek an exemption from the noise standards for irrigation 

equipment operated a night. 

6.2 I have discussed my views on irrigation pumps at paragraph 4.15, and 

conclude that it is not an onerous task to ensure that they comply with the 

proposed noise standards. 

6.3 I do not accept that residents should be exposed to higher levels of noise at 

night when the source is a permanently installed system which is capable of 

achieving compliance. I therefore oppose this submission. 

6.4 Canterbury Aggregate Producers Group (2331.104 and 2331.105) seek to 

relax the noise standards at rural dwellings close to the rural quarry zone by 

deleting clause c. and inserting a new clause h. to Table 1. 

6.5 I support this submission in part. Clause c as notified is redundant because 

“…any notional boundary outside the Rural Quarry zone…” is automatically 

within a different zone, which is subject to its own noise rules. I therefore agree 

that clause c. should be deleted. 

6.6 However, I do not support the request to insert a new line h. First, the request 

as drafted does not work, because the rules apply at receiving sites, and it is 

not physically possible to have a site which is simultaneously within the Rural 

Quarry zone and a notional boundary outside the Rural Quarry zone. Second, 

the request is seeking to relax the noise rules at residential dwellings simply 

because they are near a Rural Quarry Zone. In my view, the notified rules 

provide an appropriate level of amenity, and are already slightly more lenient 

than the operative rules by virtue of applying at notional boundaries instead of 

site boundaries.  

6.7 The Crown (3721.241 and 3721.242) request changes to the noise rules 

applicable to the Specific Purpose (Burwood Landfill and Resource Recovery 

Park) zone. I have previously presented evidence on these issues as part of 

the hearing for that zone, and will not repeat that here. 

6.8 Similarly, I have previously addressed issues raised by the Isaac Conservation 

and Wildlife Trust (2146.12, 2146.13, 2146.14 and 2146.15) as part of the 

Open Space zones. 
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6.9 McDonald’s Restaurants (2297.11 and 2297.12) seek to relax the commercial 

and industrial noise limits by 5 dB. I do not support this request for two 

reasons. First, my experience is that the proposed limits are appropriate to 

avoid adverse noise effects. Second, the proposed rules are more permissive 

than the operative rules, particularly for commercial zones. At present, 

activities which exceed the commercial (group 2) zone rules default to 

non-complying status. Under the proposed rules, exceeding the limits by 10 dB 

or less results in restricted discretionary status. 

6.10 Gelita New Zealand (2307.14) and Z Energy et al (2185.11 , 2185.12, 

2185.13, and 2185.14) seek to apply a 24 hour noise limit for industrial zones. 

I support this request. When the rules were first drafted, my concern was that 

industry could use a 24 hour limit as justification to create high levels of noise, 

without recognising that a more stringent night-time noise limit still applies in 

any nearby residential zone. However, I am satisfied that the proposed rules 

clearly set out the expectations in this regard. 

6.11 I also note that the expert conferencing agreed that a 24 hour noise limit is 

appropriate for both industrial and commercial zones. I am now satisfied that a 

24 hour noise limit is appropriate in all zones within the “non-sensitive” 

groupings relating to industrial and commercial activities. 

6.12 I have one concern as a consequence of this request. There are industrial 

areas around Christchurch which contain existing lawfully established 

residential units. Allowing a 24 hour noise limit could result in adverse noise 

effects on these properties. I therefore consider it important to ensure that the 

rules are modified to ensure that industry is still required to achieve an 

appropriate night-time noise limit at any existing residential unit. I consider a 

night-time limit of 50 dB LAeq and 75 dB LAmax to be appropriate, as this is 

consistent with the operative night-time limit of 49 dB LAeq. 

6.13 Gelita New Zealand (2307.16) also seek to delete the LAmax control and extend 

daytime hours by one hour to 0600—2200. 

6.14 Expert conferencing agreed that daytime LAmax controls should be deleted on 

the basis that LAeq controls are sufficient to avoid adverse effects during the 

day. I therefore support this submission, although I note that a night-time LAmax 

control will be retained for residential areas at night. This is important because 

sleep disturbance can result from discrete noise events, which are best 

controlled by an LAmax limit. 
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6.15 I do not agree with the request to extend the daytime hours to 0600. In my 

experience, ambient noise levels at 6 am are still reasonably low in most parts 

of Christchurch, and as such, the night-time noise limit is generally more 

appropriate. A restricted discretionary consent would still be possible if an 

industry required an earlier start, and the consenting process would ensure 

than a site-specific noise assessment was undertaken to consider possible 

effects of this. 

6.16 Carter Group (2330.6) ask that the proposed rules for commercial and 

industrial zones are no more restrictive than the operative rules. Scentre 

(2332.11 and 2332.12) make a similar request in respect of the commercial 

zones. I note that the Carter Group submission also seeks to retain rules 

6.1.4.1.1.2 and 6.1.4.1.4 which provide a more permissive regime than the 

operative rules in terms of activity status. 

6.17 As an overall comment, one of the aims of the review of noise rules has been 

to simplify and streamline them wherever possible. In that process, it is likely 

that there will be some gains and some losses. As an example, the proposed 

rules have been normalised to 5 dB increments, rather than the overly 

complex set of numbers which exist in the operative rules. 

6.18 In this case, the only minor “loss” is in the proposed commercial zones. The 

following table illustrates the changes. 

Zone Operative Limit (dB) Proposed Limit (dB) 

Commercial 57 LAeq / 85 LAmax daytime 

49 LAeq / 75 LAmax night 

Exceedance = non complying 

55 LAeq 24 hours 

Exceedance by 10 dB or less 
= restricted discretionary 

Industrial General 57 LAeq / 85 LAmax daytime 

49 LAeq / 75 LAmax night 

Exceedance = discretionary 

60 LAeq 24 hours 

Exceedance by 10 dB or less 
= restricted discretionary 

Industrial Heavy 57 LAeq / 85 LAmax daytime 

49 LAeq / 75 LAmax night 

Exceedance = discretionary 

65 LAeq 24 hours 

Exceedance by 10 dB or less 
= restricted discretionary 

 
6.19 As can be seen, the commercial zone noise limit will become marginally more 

stringent during the day (reduced from 57 to 55 dB). I am satisfied that this 

change is inconsequential. Offsetting this is the deletion of a separate 

night-time control. In addition, the status change means that the trigger for a 

non-complying consent in a commercial zone will actually increase from 57 to 
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65 dB LAeq. In my view, this is an acceptable balance, and I do not consider 

any modification is required. 

6.20 In industrial zones, the proposed rules are noticeably more lenient than the 

operative rules in all cases. 

6.21 Lyttelton Port Company (2367.2, 2367.3, and 2367.4) request deletion of the 

daytime LAmax control in residential and commercial zones, and deletion of all 

LAmax controls in industrial areas. As discussed at 6.14, I support this request. 

6.22 Lyttelton Port Company (2367.4 and 2367.5) also seeks to increase the 

industrial general limits to 70 dB LAeq, and the industrial heavy limits to 

75 dB LAeq, 24 hours per day. They also ask (2367.6 and 2367.7) to delete rule 

6.1.4.1.1.2 and to modify rule 6.1.4.1.1.4. These latter changes would remove 

the restricted discretionary and non-complying status of activities which 

exceed the noise limits. I do not support these requests. 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. I consider the proposed rules, which 

allow for restricted discretionary status up to 70 dB LAeq to be a more 

appropriate means of addressing noise in industrial zones.  

6.23 Memorial Avenue Investments Limited (2378.76) request changes to the LAmax 

limits and the night-time LAeq limit in the industrial general zone. I discuss 

proposed changes to these rules as part of other submissions at paragraphs 

6.10 to 6.14 above. The proposed changes achieve the relief sought in this 

submission. 

6.24 Waterloo Park Limited (2336.4 and 2336.5) seek to move the Industrial 

General (Waterloo Park) zone into the more permissive noise regime assigned 

to the Industrial heavy zone. I consider this inappropriate for two reasons. 

First, heavy industrial areas need a commercial or general industrial zone as a 

buffer between them and rural or residential areas, to control potential noise 

effects. This would not be the case at Waterloo Park if the request was 

granted. Second, I understand that the Waterloo Park zone has some 

provision for residential activity within the zone. The heavy industrial zone 

noise rules are incompatible with residential activity. 

6.25 Horticulture New Zealand (2165.3 and 2165.4) asks for line b of Table 1 to be 

deleted, and for line f of Table 1 to be amended to apply at the notional 
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boundary of dwellings. I oppose this request. The proposed rules relax the 

rural rules slightly at the zone boundary (line f of Table 1), on the basis that 

farmland does not warrant the same level of acoustic amenity as residential 

areas. This relaxation only works if the living space around a rural dwelling is 

protected in the same manner as any other residential dwelling. Line b of the 

table achieves this. 

6.26 Waterloo Park Limited (2336.2) request the removal of the Rural Urban Fringe 

zone from line b of Table 1. The submission goes on (2336.3) to seek an 

exemption for the Rural Urban Fringe Zone from the zone boundary rules. The 

effect of the submission would be that there would be no noise rules applying 

in the Rural Ubran Fringe zone. I oppose this because I believe it is essential 

for all receiving zones to have appropriate noise limits, and for the reasons 

given above. 

6.27 Ngai Tahu (2235.1, 2235.2, and 2235.3) request changes to the proposed 

construction noise rules in 6.1.4.2.3. I accept the points raised in the 

submission about the apparent conflicts in the notified wording of the rule. I 

discuss construction noise further in section 9 below. 

6.28 Ngai Tahu (2235.4, 2235.5, 2235.6, 2235.7, and 3626.25, 3626.26) also ask 

for references to ventilation systems to be deleted. The original intent of the 

ventilation requirements was that they would only apply in situations where 

façade sound insulation was also required. To clarify this, the ventilation rules 

have now been simplified and moved to within the façade sound insulation 

rules (6.1.5.2). 

6.29 The Crown (2387.77) are concerned that helicopter landing areas are 

simultaneously permitted (rule 6.1.4.2.8) and discretionary (6.1.4.2.1.3 D2). I 

agree with this submission. The intention of the permitted rule is to provide for 

a small number of helicopter movements without the need for a detailed noise 

assessment or consent. I consider this appropriate, and I therefore 

recommend retaining 6.1.4.2.8, and clarifying that the discretionary standard 

only applies to landing areas which do not comply with this rule. 

6.30 McDonald’s Restaurants (2297.14) and Lyttelton Port Company (2367.7) ask 

to delete 6.1.4.1.1.4 such that infringements of the permitted noise standards 

by more than 10 dB are discretionary rather than non-complying. I do not 

agree with this request. The adverse effects of noise increase as the noise 

level increases, and in my view this is consistent with a sliding scale of 
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consenting requirements. In my experience, noise levels more than 10 dB 

above a permitted standard are rarely acceptable, and hence non-complying 

status is appropriate. I also note that the proposed rules are similar to the 

operative rules which use development and critical noise standards to achieve 

discretionary and non-complying status. I have found this method to be 

beneficial on occasion, when predicted noise levels from an activity result in 

non-complying status, and compliance with the permitted standards is 

impractical. This provides a real incentive for the applicant to apply some noise 

mitigation to reduce levels sufficiently to achieve discretionary status. This 

incentive would not exist if the staged approach was not present.  

7. 6.1.4.2 NOISE STANDARDS—SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES 

7.1 The Crown (3721.1104) seek to amend the rule for helicopter landing areas 

(13.14.4.5.1.3 D1) to exempt helicopters used for a temporary military training 

activity. I do not agree with this exemption. The exemptions currently provided 

for are necessary to cope with emergency situations, and I do not consider 

military training to be an emergency. I anticipate that the proposed permitted 

activity standards for helicopters will allow for most military training activities 

without the need for consent, and in my view, intensive helicopter use close to 

residential areas should be controlled by a consent process. 

8. 6.1.4.2.2 EMERGENCY ACTIVITIES 

8.1 Christchurch Polytechnic (2269.13) and Univerity of Canterbury (2464.12) 

seek removal of the requirement for generators to comply with noise standards 

(rule 6.1.4.2.2 a). I do not agree with this request. Generators, like all other 

permanently installed mechanical plant, can easily be designed to comply with 

appropriate noise standards. If there were no controls on noise from 

generators, significant adverse noise effects could arise on a regular basis 

when testing is undertaken. The proposed rules are more lenient that the 

operative rules because as long as the only night-time use of a generator is for 

emergencies, only the daytime noise limits apply.  

8.2 Orion (2340.18) ask for modifications to rule 6.1.4.2.2 (a) to provide for 

generator use during electricity interruption, whether planned or unplanned. I 

agree with this submission, although I note that the specific relief sought does 

not achieve the relief discussed in detail in the body of the submission. Orion 

has adopted a responsible approach of suggesting that any generator used for 

a planned outage of more than 48 hours would be required to comply with the 
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noise rules. Implicit in this is that a generator operating for less than 48 hours 

would not have to comply, but this is not reflected in the specific wording they 

have used.  

8.3 I consider it appropriate to allow for unplanned outages in rule 6.1.4.2.2, with 

consequential changes made to other rules to provide the complete relief 

discussed in this submission. This could include providing for unplanned 

outages by adding the words “…or lifeline utilities.” to exemption 6.1.3.2 (viii), 

and by inserting a new exemption 6.1.3.2 (ix) along the lines of “…the use of 

mobile generators by lifeline utilities for planned electricity supply interruption 

not exceeding 48 hours in duration.” 

8.4 The Crown (2387.80 and 2387.81) ask that noise rules for temporary military 

training activities (6.1.4.2.2 c) are separated out from rules for emergency 

management activities. 

8.5 I do not consider it necessary to split these two activities. However, I accept 

that some modification of the rules is appropriate to ensure that emergency 

management activities are properly catered for. I suggest allowing noise 

sources other than gunshots and explosives to exceed the general zone noise 

standards by up to 10 dB, consistent with the discretionary activity standard. 

However, to ensure that this is only used for emergency management, not day 

to day operational noise, I recommend that this exception only applies on a 

limited number of occasions per year. 

8.6 At (2387.82), the Crown propose a new table of noise rules for emergency 

services. I do not agree with the proposal as submitted for the reasons I have 

discussed at 4.10 and 4.11 in relation to fire stations. In my view, the 

exemption proposed for mobile equipment in 6.1.3.2 (viii) should address the 

concern raised in this submission. I also note that emergency management 

covers a wide range of activities such as Civil Defence and some private and 

community sector activities relating to training for emergencies. 

8.7 The Crown (2387.83, 2387.84, and 3721.1112) also propose a revised set of 

noise rules for temporary military training activities undertaken by the New 

Zealand Defence Force (NZDF). In my view, the proposed rules are overly 

complex, particularly given that temporary military training is infrequent in 

Christchurch. I propose a much simpler regime, and note the following points: 
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 In my view, a simple daytime/night-time rule for activities involving 

weapons firing is the most appropriate method. In my view, the 

separation distances proposed in the submission are more appropriate 

as part of a noise management plan used by NZDF to ensure they 

comply with the rules. In addition, the NZDF proposal is a 2-stage 

system whereby noise limits apply if compliance with the separation 

distances is not achieved. I consider this to be overly complex; 

 I prefer the use of LAmax rules rather than LCpeak. The two parameters are 

generally well correlated, but retaining LAmax avoids having to introduce 

another measurement parameter that is not well understood; 

 I consider it appropriate for noise sources other than weapons to comply 

with the general noise rules, with an exception for a short number of 

days as outlined above at 8.5. This is broadly consistent with the 

submission while retaining consistency with other noise rules; 

 I consider a restricted discretionary status appropriate for activities which 

exceed the rules by up to 10 dB, and non-complying beyond that. This is 

consistent with all other noise sources in the Plan. I do not support 

controlled activity status as proposed by the NZDF because that would 

prevent Council from imposing conditions or declining consent even 

when anticipated noise levels were very high; and 

 In my view, the proposed helicopter landing areas rule (6.1.4.2.8) should 

be appropriate to provide for daytime helicopter use as part of temporary 

military training. I accept that there may be sporadic requirements for 

night-time helicopter use, and I recommend an added rule to provide for 

a very small number of night-time helicopter movements. 

9. 6.1.4.2.3 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

9.1 Christchurch Polytechnic (2269.14), Orion (2340.19), Ngai Tahu (2235.1), 

Carter Group (2330.7) and Scentre (2332.16), request various changes to the 

construction noise rules. Some submissions ask for the proposed rule to be 

deleted, while others prefer to see construction noise controlled solely by 

reference to the New Zealand construction noise standard NZS6803. 

9.2 In concept, I agree with the tenor of these submissions. However, I have two 

concerns with the relief being sought: 
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 Deleting the rule without also creating a specific exemption for 

construction noise could lead to industry being asked to ensure that 

construction activity complies with the general zone rules, and this would 

be impractical, and in my view inappropriate; and, 

 A simple rule specifying assessment under NZS 6803 does not work as 

a permitted activity standard because there are no fixed noise limits in 

this document. While 6803 gives tables of recommended limits, it also 

requires the adoption of best practicable option, and it provides for a 

course of action to address situations where compliance with the limits 

cannot be achieved. It would therefore be impossible for a Council 

officer processing an application to categorically say whether or not the 

permitted standard was achieved. 

9.3 Based on the number of submissions regarding construction noise, I am also 

concerned that the proposed rule placed too much emphasis on a noise issue 

which does not warrant such attention. I am not aware of any major building 

development in Christchurch being required to assess construction noise as 

part of a consent process, nor do I consider such an assessment to be 

warranted. In my view,construction noise rules are only required to ensure that 

it is clear that the general rules do not apply, and to act as a backstop on the 

infrequent occasion when a problem arises. 

9.4 My preference would therefore be to create a reference to the construction 

noise standard in a manner which does not result in every consent application 

being required to include a construction noise assessment. However, I have 

not managed to find a workable means of achieving this. In the meantime, I 

support the submissions which ask for the rule to be based on 

NZS 6803:1999. To overcome my concerns discussed above, I consider it 

necessary for the permitted activity rule to require compliance with the limits 

set out in Tables 1 and 2 of NZS 6803:1999. An application for an activity 

which does not comply with these limits would then require consent, and this 

would allow for a more comprehensive assessment of construction noise 

effects under the broader provisions of the standard. 

9.5 CDL Land (2275.1) ask for clarification as to whether earthworks constitute 

construction activity, and if so, they ask that the hours of operation in the 

construction noise rule are made consistent with the earthworks chapter. 

Given my discussion above, and the likelihood that the construction noise 

rules will completely change, I expect that this issue will become moot. 
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10. 6.1.4.2.4 TEMPORARY ACTIVITIES 

10.1 The University of Canterbury (2464.16) ask to increase the duration of 

temporary activities from 4 hours to 8 hours, and for the finishing time to be 

extended to 2300 instead of 2000. 

10.2 I can understand the request to increase the duration. However, I do not think 

that an amplified concert would be appropriate for 8 hours. The intention of the 

notified rule was to limit adverse effects arising from amplified activities. I 

therefore propose to address this submission by making it clear that the 4 

hours duration applies only to the duration of sound amplification. 

10.3 With respect to finishing time, I am concerned that 2300 is too late for 

amplified sound. However, I consider 2200 to be acceptable, given that this is 

consistent with the changeover to night-time in the general noise rules. 

10.4 Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community Board (2354.13) and Orton Bradley Park 

(2318.1) seek to include site-specific temporary activity rules for Orton Bradley 

Park and Stoddard Point reserve. 

10.5 While I have no objection to these requests in principle, I believe there needs 

to be an assessment of noise effects to justify such rules. Both of these sites 

are reasonably large, and it may be possible to host amplified music events 

which comply with the general zone rules. Conversely, it is possible that the 

only suitable location for these events is in close proximity to existing 

dwellings, such that amplified music would be inappropriate. I therefore 

oppose these submissions, unless a detailed noise assessment can be 

provided. 

10.6 Christchurch City Council (2123.19) ask to remove row 6 of Table 4, with 

respect to Ruapuna Motorsport Park. I do not agree with this request. Noise 

rules for Ruapuna will be contained in Chapter 21, and I consider it appropriate 

to direct readers to that chapter for clarity and simplicity. 

11. 6.1.4.2.5 RURAL ACTIVITIES 

11.1 Horticulture New Zealand (2165.5) seek to change the permitted hours of use 

for bird scaring devices to ½ hour before sunrise and ½ hour after sunset. I 

oppose this request on the basis that on the longest day of the year, this would 

allow bird scarers to begin operation at 5.15 am. In my view, this is 

inappropriate due to potential adverse noise effects on residents. 
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11.2 The Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association (2206.34) and Jan Cook and David 

Brailsford (2241.45) ask that the wording relating to bird scaring devices is 

amended to “…not be used within 200m of a residential zone and a 

neighbouring existing dwelling.”. I support the intent of this request, and 

propose to address the concern by rewording to “…not be used within 200m of 

a notional boundary of a residential unit.”. 

11.3 The Yaldhurst Rural Residents Association (2206.35) seek to modify the frost 

fan noise rules to “…assessed at the notional boundary of any residential unit 

or neighbouring rural dwelling on a separate site under different 

ownership…” [request in bold underline]. I am not satisfied that the additional 

words are required. The proposed wording clearly applies at any rural dwelling 

other than the site on which the frost fan is located, which appears to be the 

intent of the additional words. 

11.4 Horticulture New Zealand (2165.6) ask that the frost fan noise rules are 

deleted. I oppose this request. At present, I am not aware of any frost fans in 

Christchurch, but they have resulted in numerous noise problems in other 

parts of New Zealand, particularly Marlborough and Hurunui. In my view, it is 

appropriate to include noise rules to pre-empt the potential future use of frost 

fans in Christchurch. 

12. 6.1.4.2.6 VENTILATION SYSTEMS (NOW PART OF 6.1.5.2) 

12.1 Scentre (2332.18 and 2332.19) ask that parts B. and C. of the ventilation rule 

are deleted. I agree with this request, given that these parts are not addressing 

noise issues. 

12.2 KiwiRail Holdings (2246.5 and 2246.6) ask for changes to the permitted sound 

level of ventilation systems. The joint expert conferencing statement also 

agreed that changes were required in this regard. I consider it appropriate for 

the design sound level to be 35 dB LAeq in bedrooms at night, and 40 dB LAeq 

in other habitable spaces. 

12.3 Carter Group (2330.8 and 3602.135), Lyttelton Port Company (2367.9), and 

CERA (2387.86 and 3721.1108) request changes or deletion of this rule. I 

have already discussed this issue at 6.28 above. 
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13. 6.1.4.2.8 HELICOPTER LANDING AREAS 

13.1 Jan Cook and David Brailsford (2241.46, 2241.47, 2241.48, and 2241.50) 

seek to make the proposed helicopter landing rules consistent with the 

operative Banks Peninsula District Plan. 

13.2 The notified rules are based on the Banks Peninsula Plan. There are three 

notable differences: 

 The minimum lot size of 3000 m
2
 in the operative plan has been deleted. 

In my view, this does not address noise effects, because the rules allow 

a small number of movements as close as 25 metres from a dwelling; 

 The rule has been extended to provide a 2-stage approach, with a very 

small number of movements at small setback distances, and a greater 

number with increased setback requirements. In my view, this is 

appropriate; and 

 The operative plan only creates an exception for a small number of 

movements within 450 metres of a dwelling, whereas the proposed rule 

allows 200 metres. I agree that the number of movements proposed at a 

200 metre setback distance could easily result in adverse noise effects if 

it involved large helicopters such as the military use. I therefore 

recommend amending the rules by changing the 200 metre requirement 

to 450 metres. 

13.3 Jan Cook and David Brailsford (2241.49) also ask to add a restriction on hours 

for helicopter landing areas, being 8 am to 6 pm. These hours are part of the 

notified version of the rules, and no change is required. 

13.4 Akaroa Civic Trust (2285.81) and Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (2311.8) 

ask for rules “…based on the rules in the Operative Banks Peninsula District 

Plan…”. The specific relief they propose is generally consistent with the 

operative plan, and my comments at 13.213.2 above apply. However, they 

also ask for a minimum setback of 200 metres, which is not consistent with the 

operative plan rules. As noted above, the operative plan allows a small 

number of movements less than 450 metres. I am not aware of any noise 

problems that have arisen since the existing rules became operative, and I 

therefore consider it appropriate to retain the rules, subject to my comments 

above. 
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13.5 Brent Martin and Suky Thompson (2418.28 2418.38, 2418.39 and 2418.40) 

request similar changes. I have covered their concerns in my previous 

paragraphs. 

14. 6.1.5.2 SENSITIVE ACTIVITIES NEAR ROADS AND RAILWAYS 

14.1 KiwiRail Holdings (2246.8) seek to remove the exception which allows 

additions up to 10% of the existing floors area of a dwelling to be undertaken 

without having to comply with the façade sound insulation rules. 

14.2 I do not support this request. The intention of this rule is to facilitate minor 

alterations to dwellings without imposing ineffective sound insulation 

requirements. For example, if a small extension to an existing room required 

sound insulation to be implemented, it would only apply to the new wall being 

constructed. The room could still have other walls, windows and roof/ceiling 

structures that did not comply with the sound insulation rule. As a result, the 

new improved wall could be ineffective in terms of noise control. 

14.3 I accept that there is a possibility that the proposed rule could be used to 

circumvent the sound insulation rules if a homeowner decided to double the 

size of their house by undertaking a number of sequential additions under 

individual consents. However, I do not anticipate that many residents would 

put themselves through such disruption just to save a few dollars on sound 

insulation. I therefore consider the proposed rule to be appropriate without 

change. 

14.4 KiwiRail Holdings (2246.10 and 2246.11) also ask for modifications to the 

ventilation requirements in rule 6.1.5.2. As I have already discussed in section 

12 above, I do not consider it appropriate to include requirements on air-flow 

rates and similar within noise rules because they do not specifically relate to 

noise. I prefer a simple approach which simply indicates that if windows need 

to be closed to meet the sound insulation requirements, an alternative 

ventilation system will be required. 

14.5 CDL Land (2275.2) seek to delete the requirement for sound insulation in 

dwellings near collector roads. I can understand this submission, because 

some collector roads in Christchurch do not carry significant traffic volumes, 

and it is therefore easy to think that sound insulation is not required. However, 

by definition, collector roads are intended to collect traffic from the surrounding 

areas, and traffic volumes can therefore be expected to increase over time. In 
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my view, the sound insulation rules are appropriate, and based on the 

numerous projects my office has been involved with in recent years, the 

requirements are not onerous. I therefore recommend retaining the rule as 

notified. 

14.6 Ngai Tahu (3626.22) ask for the central city sound insulation requirements to 

be deleted on the basis that they “…introduce unnecessary additional 

constraints for residential development within the central city in situations 

where such developments are already economically marginal…”. While I 

understand the concern raised, I consider it important to ensure that any 

central city residential development provides a reasonable level of acoustic 

amenity. The rules as drafted do not provide more than a basic level of 

amenity, and the typical constructions given as acceptable solutions show that 

the cost of providing this amenity will typically be very small. I therefore 

oppose deleting these requirements. 

15. 6.1.5.4 (NOW 6.1.4.3 (2)) MATTERS OF DISCRETION 

15.1 KiwiRail Holdings (2246.14) seek to provide for a no-complaint covenant 

relating to train noise. I do not support this request. No-complaint covenants 

do not address actual or potential effects of train noise. In addition, a covenant 

creates the risk that dwellings are built by developers who are happy to sign a 

covenant, but have no intention of living in the dwelling themselves. 

16. LATE SUBMISSION BY PAUL FRANCIS (5079) 

16.1 Mr Francis seeks to create permitted activity rules for Kart racing on a 

20 hectare site at McLeans Island. The intention of the submission is to assist 

in relocation the Christchurch Kart Club (Kartsport Canterbury) from their 

existing site at Carrs Road. 

16.2 My company undertook a preliminary noise assessment of a nearby site for 

Council in 2008. Our model suggested that noise from the facility would not 

comply with the general noise rules at the site boundaries, but effects at 

nearby sensitive activities would likely be acceptable. The model was prepared 

on the basis that the track would be located at least 5 metres below natural 

ground level within a quarried area. 

16.3 On the basis of that preliminary assessment, I am satisfied that a kart track 

could work in the McLeans Island area. However, I have several concerns in 

relation to allowing for a track as a permitted activity. 
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16.4 First, the submission doesn’t offer any limits on track location or size. The 

parcel of land proposed for the track is quite large, which means that a track 

could be located in a number of positions, and this would affect the separation 

distance from neighbours and therefore the level of noise received. 

16.5 Similarly, the large parcel of land would allow for a much larger track than the 

existing facility, and this would have greater noise effects. 

16.6 There is nothing in the proposal which requires the track to be located below 

ground level. The preliminary assessment suggests that this would be 

necessary to help mitigate noise effects.  

16.7 Overall, I support the concept of allowing for a kart facility in the McLeans 

Island area, but consider that a consent process is necessary to ensure that 

noise effects can be properly assessed for a specific proposal. 

16.8 I also understand that motorsport activities are non-complying throughout 

Christchurch. There may therefore be other impediments to creating a 

permitted activity rule. 

 

 

 

 

 

STUART CAMP 

4 February 2016 
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