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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Stuart Camp. My experience and qualifications are set out in 

my evidence in chief dated 19 January 2016. 

1.2 I confirm 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. I confirm that I have considered all the 

material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions 

that I express, and that this evidence is within my area of expertise except 

where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  The Council 

has agreed to me giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my 

duties under the Code of Conduct. 

2. SCOPE 

2.1 I have read the submitter evidence in chief dated 27 January 2016 by Dr 

Jeremy Trevathan and Dr John Edward Dowding in relation to noise effects on 

the Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust land known as Peacock Springs. 

2.2 My rebuttal is confined to issues arising in relation to the Isaac Trust land. 

3. EVIDENCE OF DR JEREMY TREVATHAN 

3.1 At paragraph 33, Dr Trevathan rightly points out that I incorrectly discussed the 

noise rules which would apply at the Isaac land. 

3.2 My evidence in chief was predicated on the submission by Isaac Trust (2146) 

asking for the Open Space noise rules to be reduced. As a result, I 

inadvertently overlooked the fact that the Isaac Trust land is zoned Rural 

Quarry in the notified Replacement District Plan whilst it has an Open space 

3D zoning in the operative Plan. 

3.3 This rezoning is critical to the assessment of potential noise effects. All noise 

rules apply to sites receiving noise, irrespective of where the noise is 

generated. Hence, rezoning the Isaac Trust land to Rural Quarry permits 

neighbours to produce more noise at the Trust boundary than they would have 

been permitted to produce if the land remained zoned Open Space. 
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3.4 Overall, Dr Trevathan and I are in general agreement. He forms different 

conclusions to me primarily because he is assessing potential effects against 

the more lenient Rural Quarry noise limits. 

3.5 With the rezoning in place, I agree with Dr Trevathan’s view that noise from 

major sporting activities on adjoining land could result in startle effects at 

permitted levels of noise. However, I am satisfied that for most noise sources, 

this is only an issue for sites which adjoin the Isaac Trust land. All other sites 

within the Open Space zone will need to comply with the more stringent Open 

Space noise limits, and in my view, this will not generally result in startle 

effects.  

3.6 I had not previously considered fireworks as a possible noise source at major 

sports facilities. I agree with Dr Trevathan that the use of fireworks could result 

in startle effects on birds, and that it would be appropriate to control fireworks 

which may occur as part of a major sports facility. While there may be some 

justification for a setback of several kilometres, I find it hard to support this 

concept given the number of existing shooting facilities within relatively close 

proximity to the Trust land. 

3.7 Other than fireworks and starting guns (which I comment on in my evidence in 

chief) I remain of the view that the risk of startle effects from general activities 

at a major sports facility is reasonably small. I accept Dr Trevathan’s comment 

that outdoor facilities are more likely to result in higher noise levels, although 

crowds of 20,000 suggested by Dr Trevathan are perhaps less likely at 

outdoor facilities. 

3.8 Overall, I conclude that a consent process for major sports facilities would be 

appropriate, to control overall noise emissions, and to enable conditions to be 

imposed to restrict sources such as fireworks. In my view, this should apply 

within a radius sufficient to include all immediately adjoining properties. A 

distance of perhaps 500 metres would be appropriate. 

4. EVIDENCE OF DR DOWDING 

4.1 Figure 1 of Dr Dowding’s evidence shows two of the existing aviaries,  

“…showing their isolation from noise-generating activities and human 

disturbance…”. Based on this figure, and the overall site map shown in Figure 

1 of Dr Treavthan’s evidence, I take this to mean that the aviaries have been 

located well away from the quarrying activity on the Isaac Trust land. 
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4.2 It is interesting to note that as a result of this decision, some of the aviaries are 

located close to the existing shooting facilities in the area, and very close to 

the undeveloped land to the west of the Trust land. 

4.3 At paragraphs 14 and 15, Dr Dowding expresses his view that birds “…are in 

fact affected by background noise…”. I do not dispute that this could be the 

case. However, I note that Dr Dowding offers no objective criteria in this 

regard. There is “background” noise everywhere. The issue which must be 

considered is at what level does background noise affect birds. As noted in my 

evidence in chief, international literature suggests 50—60 dB or higher (LAeq) is 

required before there are noticeable effects. Dr Dowding does not offer any 

evidence of effects at levels lower than this. 

4.4 At paragraph 22, Dr Dowding suggests that effects from the presence of 

humans can occur at distances of 50—250 metres. Dr Dowding does not 

comment on the benefits of the earth mounding and lowered ground level at 

Peacock Springs. I would expect these features to reduce noise levels from 

surrounding sites, and therefore lessen these distances. 

4.5 At paragraph 33, Dr Dowding comments on the likelihood that the existing 

handloaders shooting facility may well be resulting in adverse noise effects. I 

would not be surprised if this was the case, although such a conclusion would 

then raise the question of why the Trust chose to locate their aviaries close to 

existing shooting facilities. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 In summary, I remain of the view that the proposed noise rules are appropriate 

to control potential noise effects from most activities which would establish on 

the land adjoining the Isaac Trust site. 

5.2 The three identified exceptions to this are: 

 Shooting ranges, which I have previously recommended be 

discretionary activities in this area; 

 Motorsport, which I understand to be non-complying; and 

 Major Sports Facilities, which I recommend be controlled by a resource 

consent process on any site within 500 metres of the Trust land. 
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