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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 On 29 February 2016, Stephen Chiles (engaged by KiwiRail Holdings Ltd) and 

Stuart Camp (engaged by the Christchurch City Council) met to discuss 

remaining areas of disagreement on acoustics matters with regards to the 

submission by KiwiRail (#2246). We have both addressed these matters 

previously in our individual statements of evidence in chief and Mr Camp has 

made further comment in his statement of rebuttal evidence.  

1.2 The KiwiRail submission broadly raises four technical issues, namely: 

 Ventilation systems required as part of sound insulation rules; 

 The size-related trigger under which building alterations require sound 

insulation; 

 The height of the noise source for railways; and 

 A rule requiring assessment of railway vibration. 

 

1.3 Dr Chiles and Mr Camp are in agreement on the issue of source height, as 

noted in Mr Camp’s rebuttal evidence paragraph 8.8 and 8.9. We have not 

discussed that issue further. 

2. VENTILATION SYSTEMS 

2.1 We agree that the purpose of rules relating to ventilation systems is to 

maintain the integrity of the sound insulation measures by ensuring that 

residents do not need to open their windows for fresh air and/or air flow. 

2.2 We agree that the rules need to be sufficiently prescriptive to provide an 

adequate system. 

2.3 We agree that to achieve this purpose, there needs to be some parameters 

that control an installed ventilation system. If the system is too noisy, for 

example, a resident is likely to turn it off. Similarly, if the system doesn’t 

provide sufficient fresh air, it may be turned off. 

2.4 In our view, there are a minimum of three issues to be considered: noise level, 

flow rate and temperature control. 
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2.5 Noise level: We agree that 35 dB LAeq is at the upper end of acceptability for a 

ventilation system in a bedroom, and would provide an adequate environment 

for basic dwellings near to transport infrastructure. A noise level of 30 dB LAeq 

or lower would be preferable, and this would normally be recommended for 

higher quality dwellings. 

2.6 Flow rate: In his rebuttal evidence, Mr Camp has agreed with Dr Chiles’ 

argument for the need to include a minimum air-flow rate. While this is beyond 

our area of expertise, the recommended minimum rate has been taken from a 

report produced by Beca that Dr Chiles attached to his evidence. 

2.7 Temperature control: We agree that there would be value in requiring a 

moderate degree of temperature control. However, Mr Camp is of the view that 

this is less critical than the other two elements, given the Christchurch climate. 

He discusses this at paragraph 8.4 of his rebuttal evidence. For temperature 

control there is a balance between the complexity/cost of a system and the 

desire for simple rules. 

3. SIZE OF ADDITIONS 

3.1 In his rebuttal evidence (paragraph 8.7), Mr Camp argues that there is some 

merit in a trigger for sound insulation rules based on the floor area of proposed 

additions. As a result of discussions during caucusing, Mr Camp has now 

changed his view. While there are some benefits, the trigger would also allow 

for the addition of new rooms without any specific sound insulation, and this 

would defeat the aim of the rules. 

4. RAILWAY VIBRATION 

4.1 We agree that a control on railway vibration within new dwellings is technically 

desirable. 

4.2 We also agree that this would impose a cost penalty which could be significant 

for individual houses. The cost penalty would be less significant for multi-unit 

developments. 
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