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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Kelly Marie Andrew. My experience and qualifications are set 

out in my evidence in chief dated 4 February 2016.  

 

1.2 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed by 

the following submitters on 17 February 2016: 

 

(a) Marjorie Manthei for Victoria Neighbourhood Association (#3611, 

#FS5068); 

(b) Andrew Willis for the Crown (#3721, #2387); 

(c) Sara McMillan for the Crown (#3721, #2387); 

(d) Malcolm Hunt for the Crown (#3721, #2387); 

(e) Rob Owen for the Crown (#3721, #2387); 

(f) Deborah Hewett for KiwiRail (#2246); 

(g) Evidence of Nevil Hegley for Lyttelton Port Company (#2367, #3323); 

(h) Jan Cook for Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust and Akaroa Civic 

Trust (#2311, #2285); and 

(i) Michael Smith for Kevin and Bonnie Williams (#FS2757). 

 

2.2 I note for completeness that I have read and considered the following 

statements of evidence: 

 

(a) Jeff Vesey for Raropua Property Limited (#2212, #2005); 

(b) Vernon Goodwin for Canterbury District Health Board and 

Environmental Noise Analysis and Advice Service (#2360, #2456); 

(c) Jeremy Trevathan for Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#2146);  

(d) John Dowding for Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#2146); and 

(e) Stephen Chiles for KiwiRail (#2246). 
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3. OTHER MATTERS 

 

 Definition 

 

3.1 At paragraph 2.9 of my evidence in chief, I state that definitions are discussed 

in my evidence and those relevant amendments are included in Attachment B. 

However, the relevant revised definitions were omitted from Attachment B. 

This essentially effects the definition for LAmax where at paragraph 15.7 of my 

evidence in chief I stated my support for amendments to this definition to 

clarify that it also applies to LAFmax. For completeness, I confirm the full 

definition should read as follows: 

 

LAmax/LAFmax [Chapter 6 GR&P Evidence of Kelly Andrew 

dated 4-02-16, #2123.11] 

means the Aweighted maximum noise level in decibels 

measured with a 'fast' response time [CCC 2123.11]. It is the 

highest noise level that occurs during a measurement period. 

 

3.2 This is reflected in the Stage 2 and 3 Definitions Chapter, revised 24 February 

2016. 

 

 Minor amendment 

 

3.3 At paragraph 12.2 of my evidence in chief, I discuss a consequential 

amendment to the relief sought by submitters to apply a 24 hour noise limit for 

industrial zones. Since my evidence was filed, and through further discussions 

with Mr Camp, I have made a further minor amendment for clarity and to better 

achieve the outcome intended. I recommend Rule 6.1.4.1.1.1 Table 1 should 

be amended as follows:  

 

Except that the daytime residential zone limits in Table 1(a) above shall 

apply noise levels shall not exceed 50 dB LAeq / 75dB LAmax at any 

residential unit lawfully established prior to (date plan is operative) during 

the hours of 2200 to 0700. 
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4. EVIDENCE OF MARJORIE MANTHEI FOR VICTORIA NEIGHBOURHOOD 

ASSOCIATION 

 

4.1 In relation to submission points 47 - 48 referred to on pages 17 and 18 of her 

evidence, Ms Manthei supports the reference to '…amenity values of 

residential…environments' in Policy 6.1.1.1.2 however she proposes an 

amendment to include a specific reference to the importance of sleep. I am 

reluctant for the policy to elaborate further in terms of sleep.  The intention of 

this policy is to protect amenity values during night time hours which not only 

includes sleep but also includes other activities which occur during evening 

hours such as eating dinner, sitting outside on the porch, spending time with 

family, etc. In my view, sleep is captured within the policy already.  

 

4.2 In relation to submission point 95 and 50 referred to in her evidence (pages 

18-19), Ms Manthei proposes an amendment to Policy 6.1.1.1.5 to the effect 

that adverse noise effects in the Entertainment and Hospitality precinct are 

avoided rather than managed. In my opinion, adverse noise effects cannot be 

expected to be avoided within the Entertainment and Hospitality precinct.  

 

4.3 Ms Manthei also suggests the follow sentence by added to the Policy: "If 

adverse noise effects do occur, particularly in residential areas adjacent to a 

Precinct, they will be managed effectively to a level consistent with residential 

amenity expectations".  I consider this wording has the same effect as the 

wording in the revised proposal annexed to my evidence in chief. I therefore 

do not consider the amendment is necessary.  

 

5. EVIDENCE OF ANDREW WILLIS FOR THE CROWN 

 

5.1 At paragraph 6.8 of his evidence, Mr Willis acknowledges that the revised 

proposal 6.1 addresses the majority of the Crown’s submission and further 

submission points in relation to noise. Those outstanding matters are 

discussed below.   

  

 Rules - Ventilation Systems 

 

5.2 At paragraph 6.17 – 6.20 of his evidence, Mr Willis refers to the Crown’s 

submission opposing Rule 6.1.4.2.6 – Ventilation Systems which the Crown 

considered was unnecessarily prescriptive and inconsistent with the CCRP.  
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5.3 In terms of consistency with the CCRP, Mr Willis considers that these 

provisions are not inconsistent with the CCRP contrary to the Crown's 

submission.  I agree with Mr Willis on this matter. 

 

5.4 However Mr Willis considers the provision is unnecessarily prescriptive.  He 

questions how an applicant would demonstrate compliance without a 

statement from an acoustic consultant and ultimately concludes the rule is not 

consistent with clauses (a)(i) and (a)(ii) of the SOE.   

 

5.5 The purpose of the rule is to provide adequate ventilation in cases where 

windows are required to be closed to achieve indoor design sound levels. At 

paragraph 13.58 of my evidence in chief, I discuss how the Rule 6.1.5.2 (being 

13.14.4.5.4 of the notified proposal) seeks to manage noise effects on 

occupants in noisy environment and reverse sensitivity effects. It was 

considered the ventilation requirements would be more suitably located within 

Rule 6.1.5.2.  

 

5.6 As discussed at paragraphs 5.1 – 5.3 of Dr Chiles evidence, and supported by 

Mr Camp at paragraph 8.3 of his rebuttal evidence, both the noise limits as 

well as requirements for flow rates are suitable to ensure ventilation systems 

generate an appropriate level of noise and are adequate to provide thermal 

comfort.  

 

5.7 While the rule may appear prescriptive, it has been simplified and relocated so 

that the intent of the rule is clearer and in my view the retention of these 

provisions is necessary to achieve the desired outcome. I do not consider the 

requirements to be overly onerous.  

 

5.8 In my opinion, while the implementation of these systems would result in 

additional costs (which would vary), the provision is necessary and the costs 

are justified.  If adequate systems are not installed then windows will be 

opened which will not effectively protect against adverse noise effects.  

 

 Rules - Sensitive Activities near Roads and Railways 

 

5.9 At paragraphs 6.24 – 6.29 in his evidence, Mr Willis comments on the 

application of sound insulation requirements and that Rule 6.1.5.2 applies to 
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sensitive activities in the whole building or any alteration exceeding 25m². Mr 

Willis agrees with Mr Camp
1
 about the importance of providing a reasonable 

level of amenity and that the rules do not provide more than a basic level of 

amenity and the cost of which would be typically small. Mr Willis supports the 

recommendation of Mr Hunt to revise the wording to refer to habitable rooms 

with at least one external wall. 

 

5.10 As discussed in paragraph 9.15 of Mr Camp’s rebuttal evidence, the intent of 

this rule is not for sound insulation to apply to all rooms. The intention was in 

fact to provide sound insulation for all habitable spaces to provide for a 

reasonable level of amenity. i.e. sound insulation in rooms like garages or 

bathrooms would not be necessary. The addition of “…to any habitable 

space...” to Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(i) is therefore appropriate. I concur with Mr Camp 

that the qualification of “…with at least one external building element…” as 

recommended by Mr Hunt is not necessary.  

 

5.11 For the reasons discussed in the evidence of Mr Willis at paragraph 6.29, I 

agree that this amendment is appropriate and is not inconsistent with the 

CCRP. This change is reflected in the revised proposal. 

 

6. TEMPORARY MILITARY TRAINING ACTIVITIES 

 

EVIDENCE OF SARA MCMILLAN FOR THE CROWN  

EVIDENCE OF MALCOLM HUNT FOR THE CROWN 

EVIDENCE OF ROB OWEN FOR THE CROWN 

 

6.1 At paragraphs 4.4 - 4.11 of his evidence, Mr Owen discusses the nature of 

Temporary Military Training Activities (TMTA) undertaken by the New Zealand 

Defence Force (NZDF). Mr Camp notes in his rebuttal that a majority of the 

TMTA activities described in Mr Owens evidence would not generate high 

noise levels beyond those provided for by the current proposal. 

 

                                                   
1
 Evidence in chief of Mr Camp, paragraph 14.6 
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Weapons firing and explosives 

 

6.2 As stated by Ms McMillan at paragraph 7.4 of her evidence, NZDF's preferred 

method for controlling noise involving the firing of weapons and explosives is 

two-tiered involving the use of setbacks and, where those cannot be met, 

specified noise limits. If the activities are subject to noise limits, a noise 

management plan (NMP) is also required (as part of a permitted activity 

criteria). In my view, the proposed method by NZDF presents a number of 

concerns. 

 

6.3 First, the requirement of a NMP as part of a permitted activity in my opinion 

presents a fundamental issue because there is no approval process or 

opportunity for Council to review or enforce the compliance with the NMP, as 

no consent is required.  

 

6.4 Secondly, NZDF's proposal appears to involve a particularly onerous exercise 

for it to complete in order to undertake a permitted activity. My understanding 

of the NZDF activities and their approach to planning their training events 

involves a level of preparation which includes consideration of noise effects. I 

expect they will have their own procedures to follow to manage any potential 

noise and other effects, such as safety, associated with its activities.  

 

6.5 Thirdly, from a technical perspective I refer to Mr Camp's evidence in chief
2
 in 

which he raises a number of issues with the application and appropriateness 

of the two-tiered approach and concludes it is overly complex.  

 

6.6 At paragraph 7.11 of her evidence, Ms McMillan raises a concern that lower 

levels are proposed for TMTA (in particular regarding firing weapons and 

explosives) than what are generally permitted under the zone rules. I rely on 

Mr Camp's expertise at paragraph 11.5 of his rebuttal evidence where he 

explains that in his experience "controls which work well for typical noise 

sources are completely inadequate to control gunshot noise". This view has 

led to the arrival of Council's proposed limits. Mr Camp remains of the view 

that the limits proposed by NZDF are too lenient.  

 

                                                   
2
 Evidence in chief of Mr Camp, paragraph 8.7 
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6.7 Overall I consider that Council's proposal is simpler yet will enable the NZDF 

to undertake their activities within appropriate limits. I recommend retaining the 

revised proposal with no further changes.  

 

 Helicopter landing 

 

6.8 The NZDF have generally accepted the revised proposal as it relates to 

helicopter landings, with the exception of the increased setback distances.  

 

6.9 At paragraph 5.46 - 5.53 of his evidence, Mr Hunt provides some discussion 

about helicopter landing. In particular, Mr Hunt suggests that the number of 

helicopter movements has doubled which informs his subsequent assessment. 

However I note, as does Mr Camp in his rebuttal evidence
3
, Mr Hunt's 

perception is due to a change in the way helicopters movements are referred 

to.  However, the number of helicopter movements has not doubled.  

 

6.10 At paragraph 7.25 of her evidence, Ms McMillan records that she is satisfied 

the Council's proposal will be effective in managing noise effects of helicopter 

landings.  

 

 Noise management location 

 

6.11 At paragraph 7.27 - 7.29 of her evidence, Ms McMillan raises a concern 

regarding Rule 6.1.4.2.3.  Ms McMillan considers that it is important that the 

various noise measurement locations in Rule 6.1.4.1 do not override the 

notional boundary location specified in Rule 6.1.4.2.3.  

 

6.12 This concern is addressed through Rule 6.1.3.3(b)(iii) which overrides any 

other point of measurement where 'the standards specify otherwise'. Rule 

6.1.4.2.3 specifically states at (b) where the noise standards apply.  

 

Activity status for TMTA that are not permitted 

 

6.13 At paragraph 8.1 - 8.6 of her evidence, Ms McMillan provides a view that 

where TMTAs do not meet the permitted activity standards, TMTAs should be 

controlled activities. In her opinion, the potential effects of TMTAs can be 

adequately controlled by conditions and there would be no need for Council to 

                                                   
3
 Rebuttal evidence of Mr Camp, paragraph 11.11 - 11.12 
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decline an application. Ms McMillan also considers that an application for a 

controlled activity is more streamlined, reducing costs and resources.  

 

6.14 In my view, the controlled activity status should only be used when the Council 

can be confident that the maximum effects of the activity can be adequately 

and effectively managed through conditions. From my understanding of 

TMTAs, these activities can vary substantially in terms of the nature of 

activities themselves and their scale, location and duration.  I understand the 

activities can involve a variety of equipment which can generate varying levels 

of noise effects depending on the situation and location.  

 

6.15 Consequently, in my opinion Council cannot be confident that the effects will 

always be able to be adequately managed through consent conditions and the 

Council therefore needs an ability to decline an application for consent for 

these activities.  I also disagree that a controlled activity status will reduce 

reliance on the resource consent process because a resource consent 

process is required for a controlled activity. The requirements as proposed in 

the revised proposal in my opinion are less onerous and more user friendly. 

  

6.16 On this basis, in my opinion the proposed restricted discretionary activity rule 

is appropriate. The revised proposal includes effective and simple methods 

which are less onerous and enable the flexibility for the NZDF to undertake its 

TMTA activities. In my opinion, the revised proposal is more consistent with 

clauses (a)(i) and (a)(ii) of the SOE and is appropriate. 

 

7. EVIDENCE OF DEBORAH HEWETT FOR KIWIRAIL  

 

 Rules - sensitive activities near roads and railways 

 

7.1 At paragraph 3.2 of her evidence, Ms Hewett agrees with Dr Chiles' 

suggestion to delete the reference to additions “up to 10% of floor area”. In 

particular at paragraphs 6.1 – 6.4 of his evidence, Dr Chiles considers that 

acoustic treatment should apply to all additions.  

 

7.2 This matter was addressed in Mr Camp’s evidence in chief
4
 which highlights 

the intention of this rule being to facilitate minor alterations to dwellings without 

imposing ineffective sound insulation requirements. In paragraph 8.7 of his 

                                                   
4
 Evidence in chief of Mr Camp, paragraphs 14.2 – 14.3  
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rebuttal evidence, Mr Camp agrees a trigger point may be arbitrary, but he 

remains of the view that the limit should be retained. 

 

7.3 I know of one other instance where a threshold of 25m² has been adopted in 

the pDRP, being the Natural Hazards chapter (but there may well be others). 

In the Natural Hazards chapter, 25m² is also used as a threshold to facilitate 

minor alterations/additions to existing buildings as of right before the relevant 

requirements are triggered
5
.  

 

7.4 In my view, having both thresholds where either alterations or additions 

exceeding 25m² are undertaken or beyond 10% of the existing gross floor 

area, addresses instances where dwellings are smaller than 250m but similarly 

facilitates any minor alterations or additions to the existing building before the 

relevant requirements are triggered. This exempts small alterations or 

additions from the design controls which is my view offers a reasonable 

amount of flexibility for existing dwellings. Overall, I do not agree with the 

evidence of Ms Hewett in this regard and I consider that the limits should be 

retained.  

 

7.5 Ms Hewett also refers to an inconsistency with differing references to ‘railway 

designation’ and ‘railways’ in Rule 6.1.5.2. I acknowledge there is an 

inconsistency.  I have reviewed the provisions to confirm whether the 

amendment would change the intent of how the rule is to be applied. I confirm 

there is no fundamental issue with amending the wording "railway" to "railway 

designation" referred to in Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii)F. This change is reflected in the 

revised proposal. 

 

 Measurement of line of sight  

 

7.6 In paragraph 3.3 of her evidence, Ms Hewett notes an error in KiwiRail's 

submission which specified a 3m minimum line of sight for the purposes of 

Rule 6.1.5.2(a)(ii)F. Ms Hewett refers to the evidence of Dr Chiles who 

identifies that "the common source of noise from trains in Christchurch is often 

locomotive(s) rather than the rail/wheel interaction, and to adequately address 

this noise source a height equivalent to the locomotive should apply". 

  

                                                   
5
 Table 5.3.1.1b (P6), 5.8.9.1 (P3), 5.8.7.1 (P2), 5.8.7A.1(P4) of the Natural Hazards chapter (now operative) 
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7.7 In its submission, KiwiRail (#2246.9) identified locomotives as generally 3.8m 

high, however the relief sought only specified points "…3 metres above railway 

tracks". This submission point was not directly addressed in mine or Mr 

Camp's evidence in chief.  However the revised proposal (dated 4 February 

2016), reflected the relief sought. Mr Camp agrees with this minor change at 

paragraph 8.9 of his rebuttal evidence. I also support this request and it is 

reflected in the revised proposal.  

 

 'No-complaints' instrument 

 

7.8 At paragraphs 3.4 - 3.5 of her evidence, Ms Hewett provides discussion 

around the use of a "no-complaints" instrument as a matter for discretion 

relating to the railway corridor to include train noise, maintenance and upgrade 

works within the railway corridor as per KiwiRail's submission (#2246.14). 

 

7.9 Ms Hewett notes in her evidence that "no-complaints" instruments have been 

used to good effect by KiwiRail, usually in conjunction with other noise 

mitigation measures. Ms Hewett acknowledges that "no complaints" 

instruments are not a complete solution to reverse sensitivity.  

 

7.10 In my opinion, "no-complaints" instruments present a risk of potential noise 

effects not being addressed properly in the first instance. A "no-complaints" 

instrument might cause less of a need to mitigate, minimise or even engage 

with affected parties if those effects increased. What one person agrees to and 

may be acceptable to them may not be the same for others, such as any 

tenants. Overall, I remain of the opinion that a requirement for "no complaints" 

instruments is not appropriate and it is better to address the particular effect or 

effects through mitigation.  

 

 Vibration 

 

7.11 At paragraph 3.6 - 3.7 of her evidence, Ms Hewett refers to the evidence of Dr 

Chiles in relation to vibration provisions sought by KiwiRail. Dr Chiles view is 

that any new or altered building containing sensitive activities, within 60 metres 

of a railway track should be designed in accordance with a Norwegian 

Standard (specifically for transportation vibration noted at paragraph 8.2 of his 

evidence). Dr Chiles explains that a report by a specialist would be required to 
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confirm compliance. Whereas Mr Camp expresses a different view at 

paragraphs 8.11 - 8.14 of his rebuttal evidence in relation to this matter.   

 

7.12 Mr Camp raises concerns regarding the cost and difficulty of implementing the 

rules in practice, particularly in the context of Christchurch which he considers 

would be difficult and time consuming. 

 

7.13 It appears from Mr Camp's evidence that measures and the costs involved 

would out weight the benefits of the vibration rule proposed by KiwiRail. 

Bearing in mind the higher order directions to reduce reliance on the consent 

process and the number and prescriptiveness of design controls, on balance in 

my view KiwiRail's submission should be declined. 

 

 Residential proposal and acoustic insulation 

 

7.14 At paragraphs 3.8 - 3.10 of her evidence, Ms Hewett notes that there are rules 

in Chapter 14 Residential which relates to acoustic insulation which are similar 

but not the same as the acoustic insulation requirements in Rule 6.1.5.2 of 

Proposal 6.1.  

 

7.15 I have reviewed these rules (Rule 14.7.4.10 and 14.8.3.10) in Chapter 14 

Residential, which are part of the Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) 

and Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM).  The EDM and 

CHRM were considered in Stage 1 Residential decision and are now 

operative. These rules apply only to development which meets specified 

criteria are subject to specific standards.  

 

7.16 Ms Hewett is correct that the noise rules for the EDM and CHRM are different 

to the chapter 6 rules.  However, in my view this is acceptable because the 

rules for the EDM and CHRM apply to specific and unique types of residential 

development, which have their own specific standards.   

 

8. EVIDENCE OF NEVIL HEGLEY FOR LYTTELTON PORT COMPANY 

 

8.1 At paragraphs 9 - 11 of his evidence, Mr Hegley expresses a view that 

proposed Rule 6.1.4.2.3 is unclear and he recommends the rule be modified. I 

note that Rule 6.1.4.2.3 relates to Construction activities in the notified version. 
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However this rule has since been deleted and construction activities are now 

provided for in Rules 6.1.4.2.1.1 and 6.1.4.2.1.2.  

 

8.2 Following discussions with Mr Camp, I understand that the ambiguity arises 

where rule 6.1.3.3 (measuring noise) states that "Unless otherwise specified 

elsewhere in this Plan, noise shall be measured in accordance with 

NZS6801:2008…" and the proposed wording in Rule 6.1.4.2.1.1 (P2), 'Activity 

Specific Standards' does not clearly specify otherwise.  

 

8.3 Mr Camp in paragraph 5.2 of his rebuttal evidence recommends accepting Mr 

Hegley's suggestion which is essentially to clarify the appropriate 

measurement standard not just stating what the limits are. I have adopted 

Mr Camp's recommendation and his proposed wording as outlined in 

paragraph 5.2 of his rebuttal evidence. This amendment is reflected in the 

revised proposal. 

 

8.4 The remaining matters in Mr Hegley's evidence are more specifically related to 

noise limits and are beyond my expertise.  

 

9. EVIDENCE OF JAN COOK FOR ROD DONALD BANKS PENINSULA TRUST AND 

AKAROA CIVIC TRUST  

 

9.1 At paragraph 22, Ms Cook discusses noise associated with helicopter 

landings.  Ms Cook notes the noise affects not only residences nearby but also 

reverberates around valleys over long distances. Ms Cook also notes 

helicopter activity can also disturb wildlife and stock. At paragraph 23, 

Ms Cook states the Trusts support the rules as they relate to residential units 

and that rural residents "are entitled to the same protection from intrusive 

helicopter landings as other residents".  

 

9.2 At paragraph 19 of her evidence, Ms Cook refers to the Trusts request for a 

change of wording in Rule 6.1.4.8 to ‘heli-landings’ to reflect the definition. The 

definition of ’heli-landing areas’ however exempts helicopter landings 

associated with farming activities (as well as other exemptions such as 

emergencies). The definition reads as follows: 
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Heli-landing area 

means an area of land, building or structure used for the takeoff and 

landing of helicopters for primary purposes other than:  

(a) emergency landings;  

(b) medical emergencies;  

(c) search and rescue operations;  

(d) firefighting, police or civil defence purposes;  

(e) advertised community events providing educational 

activities for schoolchildren and/or fundraising activities such 

as arts and craft shows, fairs and A & P shows; and  

(f) farming, forestry, the construction of buildings and the 

construction or maintenance of utilities. 

 

9.3 If the wording of Rule 6.1.4.2.8 was amended as Ms Cook is suggesting to 

reflect the definition of "heli-landing areas”, the effect of that change would 

cause confusion and be in conflict with the intention of the rule. This is 

because the definition of "heli-landing areas" excludes helicopters for farming 

activities but the rule does not (nor is it intended to). 

 

9.4 I do not disagree with any of the points Ms Cook raises in paragraphs 22-23 of 

her evidence. It is for those very reasons that while normal farming practices 

undertaken for a limited duration are exempt from the noise rules, helicopter 

use for farming practices are not included within the exemptions for helicopter 

noise in rule 6.1.4.2.8 (i.e. are not exempt from the noise provisions).  

 

9.5 Mr Camp has addressed this matter in paragraphs 4.13 - 4.14 of his evidence 

in chief and in particular explains that "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". Mr Camp also considers 

that the provisions are sufficient to allow for normal farming use of helicopters.  

 

9.6 I agree with Mr Camp and do not consider it is appropriate to exempt 

helicopter use for farming activities from the noise rules. The noise provisions 

set permitted parameters and will not change the ability for farmers to 

undertake their normal farming activities.  

 

9.7 It is appropriate for noise associated with helicopter landings for farming 

activities (beyond the permitted levels) to be managed and in my opinion the 
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provisions in Rule 6.1.4.2.8 sufficiently avoids and/or minimises adverse noise 

effects particularly through limiting the number of landings, restricting the 

hours of landings and providing sufficient set back distance from residential 

units so that rural residents can be afforded an appropriate level of amenity.  

 

9.8 I remain of the opinion that due to the exclusion of helicopter landings for the 

purposes of farming activities from the definition of 'heli-landing areas' it would 

not be appropriate to amend the title of this rule or any other reference within 

the rule (i.e. at 6.1.4.2.8(a)) to reflect the definition. As outlined in paragraph 

13.45 of my evidence in chief, I consider the distinction should remain.  

 

9.9 In relation to Ms Cook's concerns about recreational and transport flights, I 

note that the District Plan does not control where helicopters can fly (this is 

controlled by civil aviation requirements). The District Plan can however 

control the areas helicopters land and the provisions of Rule 6.1.4.8 are 

intended to allow a modest number of movements to enable activities such as 

normal farming use, occasional events, or maintenance to operate however 

prevents more permanent bases from establishing (such as a base for 

recreational flights which would undertake more frequent flights and could 

result in greater adverse effects in terms of noise and amenity).  

 

9.10 At paragraph 20 of her evidence, Ms Cook states the community would be 

concerned if helicopter landings for essential activities are not provided for as 

permitted activities. However, I note that helicopters for emergencies are 

provided for and exempt from the noise rules under Rule 6.1.3.2 Exemptions.  

This means that landings for emergencies are a permitted activity. 

 

9.11 Although I disagree with the suggested amendments in Ms Cook's evidence, 

to aid clarity, I recommend changing the title of the rule to "Helicopter 

landings" so that this is more distinct from the definition ‘heli-landing areas’.  

 

9.12 For reasons set out at paragraph 13.43 of my evidence in chief, I remain of the 

opinion that the provisions in Rule 6.1.4.2.8 are not a significant departure 

from the existing rules of the BPDP.  
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10. EVIDENCE OF MICHAEL SMITH FOR KEVIN AND BONNIE WILLIAMS 

 

10.1 At paragraph 9 of his evidence, Mr Smith outlines the relief sought by the 

submitter to restrict the use of tonal reversing alarms in the Industrial Zone. Mr 

Smith raises a number of points in terms of noise generated by tonal reversing 

alarms and the availability of alternatives such as broadband or white noise 

reversing alarms which he notes at paragraph 27 are "less offensive than tonal 

alarms" and also include other design features which make them a desirable 

alternative in terms of function.  

 

10.2 I do not disagree with the information Mr Smith provides that supports the 

alternatives to the tonal reversing alarms. However, Mr Camp sets out an 

alternative view in his rebuttal at paragraphs 13.1 to 13.5 which I have not 

repeated here.  I rely on Mr Camp's evidence in this matter, particularly the 

practical difficulties he identifies regarding implementation and enforceability of 

the proposed rule.   

 

10.3 At paragraph 40 of his evidence, Mr Smith recommends a district wide 

restriction on tonal alarms, even though Kevin and Bonnie Williams' 

submission only relates to the Industrial Heavy (South West Hornby) Zone.  In 

my view, a District wide rule would be overly onerous, given Mr Camp's 

opinion that the number of sites which cause problems from reversing alarms 

is small.   

 

10.4 While I do not support the relief sought to restrict tonal reversing alarms, in my 

opinion there is merit in alerting users of the plan to best practice alternatives, 

as suggested by Mr Camp. I recommend an additional note at the end of Rule 

6.1.3.2 Exempt activities to read as follows: 

 

While not exempt from the noise provisions, broadband 

reversing alarms are encouraged in preference to tonal models. 

 

10.5 The amendment above is reflected in the revised proposal.  

 

Kelly Marie Andrew 

25 February 2016 
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