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UNDER the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") 

IN THE MATTER of a request to Whangarei District Council for 
Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City by 
Marsden City Limited Partnership under clause 
21 of Schedule 1 of the RMA 

 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF PETER IBBOTSON ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 

ACOUSTICS 

3 August 2021 

 

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE  

1.1 I have recommended changes to the District Plan Noise and Vibration (NAV) Chapter 

rules to provide for a suitable noise environment to be provided within Marsden City, 

and in order to manage reverse sensitivity effects. 

1.2 My proposed changes utilise the “Noise Zones” that are already used within the 

operative District Plan.  The “Noise Zones” impose: 

(a) controls of noise levels between properties within Marsden City; and 

(b) façade sound insulation controls for properties adjacent to State Highway 15, 

Marsden Rail Link corridor and within the Marsden Town Centre Zone (MTCZ). 

1.3 A summary of the proposed noise zone controls are shown in Figure 1 overleaf. 

1.4 I have recommended a noise barrier alongside SH15 adjacent to the Low Density 

Residential Zone (LDRZ).   The noise barrier will ensure that noise levels within the 

LDRZ and General Residential Zone land are lower than Waka Kotahi’s technical 

guidelines require.   

1.5 I consider that the reverse sensitivity measures I have recommended are sufficient to 

avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the submitters. 

1.6 Overall, I consider that proposed Plan Change 150 and the corresponding changes to 

the noise rules within the District Plan can adequately mitigate the effects of 

incompatible land uses within the Marsden City Precinct and on nearby regionally 

significant infrastructure.   
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 Figure 1: Proposed Changes to Noise Zones (and proposed zoning) 



INTRODUCTION 

2.1 My name is Peter Alexander Ibbotson.  I am an acoustic consultant at Marshall Day 

Acoustics. I hold a Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering with Honours from the 

University of Auckland.  I am a member of the Acoustical Society of New Zealand 

(MASNZ). 

2.2 I have been engaged in the field of acoustics for 20 years.  I have been employed with 

Marshall Day Acoustics for the past 16 years. I am a shareholder of the company with 

responsibility for our Northland operations. Marshall Day Acoustics is a leading 

international acoustical consultancy with offices in New Zealand, Australia, China, 

Hong Kong and France.   

2.3 I have been involved in many environmental sound assessment projects in New 

Zealand, Australia and the South Pacific.  I have appeared as an expert and presented 

expert evidence at council resource consent hearings, NZ Environment Court hearings 

and in Supreme Court hearings overseas.    

2.4 I have provided advice on policy for private plan changes. Most recently I assisted my 

colleagues with the billion-dollar Sleepyhead development in the Waikato (which 

received consent near major road and rail lines).  I also provide expert advice to District 

Councils on District Plan noise and vibration policy: most recently to the Far North 

District Council (as part of their forthcoming District Plan revisions) and previously to 

the Whangarei District Council during Plan Change 110 (this plan change introduced 

the NAV chapter to the Plan).    

2.5 This evidence is in respect of an application by Marsden City Limited Partnership (“the 

Applicant”) for Private Plan Change 150: Marsden City (“PC150”). PC150 proposes 

to rezone 127 hectares of land at Marsden City generally bounded by Port Marsden 

Highway - State Highway 15, One Tree Point Road and a future (designated) railway 

line, from Marsden Primary Centre Environment to: 

(a) Approximately 8.41ha of a Special Purpose Marsden Town Centre Zone in the 

north western portion of the PC150 area. 

(b) Approximately 12ha of Mixed Use Zone sleeving the Marsden Town Centre 

zone to the south and east, as well as along part of the PC150 boundaries with 

One Tree Point Road.  
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(c) Approximately 3.02ha of Medium Density Residential zone adjacent to the 

Marsden City Town Centre and Mixed-Use zones. 

(d) Approximately 9.89ha of Low Density Residential zone along the boundaries 

of the PC150 area running alongside SH15. 

(e) Approximately 56.08ha of General Residential zone through the balance of the 

PC150 area.  

(f) Approximately 19.07ha of Commercial Zone for a portion of the northern 

boundary alongside the designated rail corridor, a portion of the western 

boundary alongside One Tree Point Road and the southern boundary 

alongside SH15.  

2.6 My evidence will address the following topics: 

(a) A summary of the recommended changes to the Noise and Vibration 

rules.  This information is contained in my report1 and my evidence assumes 

the Hearing Panel will also refer to that document.   

(b) A summary of matters raised (and responded to) in the request for further 

information from Council2. 

(c) A detailed response to the s42A report and a response to the matters 

raised by the submitters.  The submissions mainly relate to traffic and rail 

noise reverse sensitivity effects.  I will describe how the proposed PC150 

provisions have already included measures to mitigate or avoid significant 

noise and vibration effects on future sensitive land users within the proposed 

Plan Change site. 

2.7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this 

statement of evidence. Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of 

 
1 Appendix 6 of the original application.  Reference: Rp 001 20181503A Marsden City 2019 Plan Change (Revision 

6) dated 21 February 2020 

2 Appendix 6 of the requested further information response.  Reference: Lt 002 20181503 Response to Council 

s92 Request (Revision 3) dated 19 August 2020 



5 
 

AD-115762-3-73-V5 
 

expertise and I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter 

or detract from the opinions I express.   

INVOLVEMENT WITH PC150   

3.1 I was engaged by the Great Northern Land Company (GNLC) to provide advice on 

Plan Change 135 (PC135)3 in 2016. I provided evidence to the Hearing Panel for 

PC135 in 2017. I have provided advice to Marsden City Limited Partnership (the 

applicant) on proposed PC150 since late 2018.  I have also provided advice to GNLC 

on PC150 when requested.  

3.2 I have prepared the following information as part of my work: 

(a) An assessment report.  This report provides details the proposed changes to 

the noise rules and provides information on potential reverse sensitivity effects 

and how these can be mitigated. 

(b) A letter.  This letter responds to Council requests for information.  It responds 

substantially to rail noise matters.  

3.3 I have visited the site on several occasions since 2016 during my preparation for both 

PC135 and PC150.  I measured traffic noise overnight on the site in May 2017.  My 

last visit to the site was in early 2019. 

PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE: EXISTING DEVELOPMENT AND NOISE RULES 

4.1 The character of recent development on the Marden City site suggests the future noise 

environment will be broadly “mixed use”, with residential, commercial, some light 

industrial and road traffic noise all contributing to the “acoustic character” of Marsden 

City. 

4.2 PC150 would provide for more residential land use and some commercial land use on 

the subject site.  PC150 would remove the existing industrial land use zones.  

4.3 Marsden City currently caters for a range of potential land uses.  The land is subject to 

a specific MPC zoning within the operative Whangarei District Plan.  The current 

 
3 PC135 altered the rules in the District Plan, including the noise performance standards, to provide part of the site 

with an amenity that was more in keeping with “residential mixed use” land use.  Prior to this, the noise rules 

allowed a higher level of noise for industrial purposes which required dwellings to be sound insulated.  Since this 

plan change was approved, the area has been developed and several retirement village units constructed.   
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planning provisions include “noise zones”.  I have summarised details of these “noise 

zones” in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of my report. The “noise zones” apply noise limits 

between sites within Marsden City, and require façade sound insulation measures to 

be implemented if noise sensitive activities wish to establish within the noise zones.  

PC150 proposes to alter the existing noise zones as follows (refer also to the map in 

Figure 1 of this evidence): 

(a) Noise Zone 1 currently applies noise rules fit for industrial activity across the 

operative General Industry policy area. As PC150 does not allow for industrial 

land use, Noise Zone 1 is not proposed to be included in the PC150 rules.     

(b) Noise Zone 2 currently sits over most of the operative Mixed Use policy areas 

within which a retirement village, early childhood education centre and some 

live/work commercial buildings have already been established.  The noise rules 

are appropriate for this type of landuse, and PC150 would therefore not change 

these rules. PC150 would apply the Noise Zone 2 rules broadly across the 

proposed Residential zones in the central area of Marsden City. 

(c) Noise Zone 2a is currently located adjacent to State Highway 15 and the 

Future Marsden Rail Link. Within Noise Zone 2a, noise sensitive activities (such 

as dwellings) can be constructed, however they are required to include facade 

sound insulation requirements in the construction. PC150 proposes to continue 

to use (and extend) Noise Zone 2a.  Under PC150, Noise Zone 2a would be 

extended along the length of SH15 and along the Marsden Rail Link.  The 

extension of Noise Zone 2a is intended to reduce the conflicts between land 

that is currently subject to the controls in Noise Zone 1 (which will be replaced 

if PC150 is successful) and the adjacent transport corridors.   

4.4 The way the NAV chapter of the District Plan currently controls noise emissions 

through the “noise zones” is essentially a legacy of the MPC chapter of the District 

Plan.  The proposed PC150 changes (including the establishment of new noise zones) 

requires changes to the District Plan rules. 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO NOISE RULES 

5.1 In order for a suitable noise environment to be provided within Marsden City, and in 

order to manage reverse sensitivity effects, I have recommended the following 

changes to the District Plan.  
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(a) To require a 3-metre-high noise barrier/bund to be constructed adjacent to 

SH15 if dwellings are constructed within 75 metres of the road. 

(b) To remove Noise Zone 1, as no industrial land is proposed. 

(c) To change the location and extent of Noise Zone 2a to ensure that any noise 

sensitive activities located adjacent to SH15 and the future Marsden Rail link 

are sound insulated.   

(d) To extend Noise Zone 2 over the Residential zones that are not covered by 

Noise Zone 2a. 

(e) To create “Noise Zone 3” to cover the proposed commercial zones.  This would 

include some sites adjacent to the Marsden Rail Link corridor. 

(f) To remove reference to “Marsden Primary Centre – Town Centre”. 

(g) To make noise sensitive activities non-complying in some parts of the site to 

avoid noise effects from the transport network 

5.2 The changes to the noise zones are shown in the summary of my evidence (Section 

1, Figure 1).  The recommended consequential changes to the District Plan were 

provided in Appendix 7 of the original application4. 

ANALYSIS OF NOISE EFFECTS OF PROPOSED CHANGES 

6.1 I have provided an analysis of the effects of the changes to the noise rules within 

Section 7.0 of my report.  A summary follows: 

6.2 The ‘Town Centre’ becomes subject to the Noise Zone 3 rules.  As a consequence, 

noise limits will increase by 5 decibels within this area.  However, activity will still be 

required to meet the Noise Zone 2 limits at the Noise Zone 2 boundary (which means 

that an acceptable level of amenity can be provided for noise sensitive activities in 

Noise Zone 2).  Noise Zone 3 will allow for a higher intensity of commercial use in the 

area, allowing it to function similarly to the Whangarei District City Centre, Local Centre 

or Rural Village Centre zones. The provision of a dedicated commercial services zone 

(with higher noise limits) will place fewer restrictions on commercial activity within the 

wider PC150 area, and may result in fewer conflicts occurring between residential and 

 
4 Further changes to NAV6.5.1 are required to correctly reference Marsden City Precinct Noise Zone 2A and 3.    
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commercial land uses elsewhere. Although this zone is not considered likely to contain 

many noise sensitive activities, any building containing a noise sensitive activity will 

need to be façade sound insulated. 

6.3 The General Industry policy area will no longer exist.    This policy area currently 

allows dwellings to be established within an industrial area, which is not best practice.  

The removal of the General Industry policy area (and consequently Noise Zone 1) 

means that a significant reverse sensitivity risk is eliminated.  I consider this is a 

positive effect of the proposed plan change.  I also note that the utility of the existing 

General Industry area has already been diminished by the encroaching Mixed Use 

zone. The removal of the General Industry policy area removes this constraint on utility 

and avoids potential reverse sensitivity effects in the future. It also removes the 

potential amenity effect of future night-time internal truck movements from the 

industrial area driving through residential areas (such as the existing retirement village)  

6.4 The increasing size of Noise Zone 2 will allow more dwellings to establish in the 

Marsden City area.  No changes to the noise limits within the noise zone are proposed 

as the Noise Zone 2 noise limits are already suitable for residential development.  

6.5 The proposed extension of Noise Zone 2a will cover the parts of the “Low 

Density Residential”, “General Residential”, “Medium Density Residential” and 

“Mixed-Use” zones that are adjacent or near to SH15 and the Marsden Rail Link 

corridor. While the noise limits within these policy areas will remain relatively low, 

dwellings that are established within these areas will still be required to be façade 

sound insulated to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the transportation network. I also 

recommend a 3-metre-high bund along the boundary between the low density 

residential zone and the State Highway5.   The sound insulation provisions and the 

proposed bund would serve to provide a good level of protection for residential 

development near to SH15 and the Marsden Rail Corridor.  I discuss this in detail in 

my response to submissions and the s42A report. 

  

 
5 This is required if dwellings are established within 75 metres of the road carriageway 
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COMMENTS ON THE COUNCIL’S SECTION 42A REPORT  

Styles Group Report 

7.1 The s42A report relies on the advice of Mr Styles.  Mr Styles’ report discusses many 

matters, not all of which require a substantive response from me.  Looking past minor 

matters (or matters of detail), on the whole I consider that Mr Styles and I are in fairly 

broad agreement on the important matters, namely: 

(a) We agree that rail noise and vibration issues have been addressed by the non-

complying status of dwellings within 70m of the rail designation (likely 100m 

from any future “at speed” rail line)6. 

(b) We agree that a noise barrier will usefully reduce traffic noise levels and we 

both disagree with the Waka Kotahi requested relief to set dwellings back from 

the road by 100 metres if a barrier is in place.   

(c) We agree that road traffic vibration issues will likely be avoided 

(d) We agree that the proposed noise rules and sound insulation requirements that 

would apply across the site (and between zones) are broadly appropriate and 

will result in suitable amenity outcomes for the area.  

7.2 The above matters are, in my view, the most important ones.  The remainder of issues 

raised are mostly matters of detail which can be resolved. 

7.3 On the matters on which we disagree: much of Mr Styles report is predicated on his 

view that a traffic noise level of 52 dB LAeq (24 hr)
7 is “the starting point for determining 

whether noise levels are acceptable for noise sensitive activities”.  I strongly disagree 

with his opinion on this and note that it differs widely from the approach accepted 

nationally. 

7.4 The Waka Kotahi policy is that traffic noise levels of 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) are acceptable 

without additional sound insulation controls.  However Waka Kotahi policy accepts that 

dwellings can be established in areas where traffic noise is above 57 dB LAeq (24 hr), 

provided façade sound insulation and ventilation / cooling requirements are met. 

 
6 Noting that there are some residual matters to address for sub-precinct D and E  

7 Approximately 55 dB LAeq daytime and 45 dB LAeq night-time 
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7.5 I have recommended a noise barrier AND sound insulation controls to achieve such 

noise levels across the low density residential zone.  This is better than required by 

the Waka Kotahi policy requirements.  However the 52 dB LAeq (24 hr) threshold that Mr 

Styles has proposed in his report is 5 decibels lower than the Waka Kotahi policy – this 

is a significant difference. 

7.6 I consider Mr Styles is seeking aspirational levels of traffic noise.  To put what Mr 

Styles’ recommends in context, a traffic noise level of 52 dB LAeq (24 hr) would be the 

level of noise received at dwellings on a quiet residential street8 that carries few 

vehicles per day (i.e. around 1000 to 1800 vehicles per day).    It would be the level of 

noise at 70 metres from a low-flow, 60 kph state highway that runs through a provincial 

village (e,g. Coopers Beach).  

7.7 As a nearby example: most dwellings adjacent to Marsden Point Road (a residential 

area beside a collector road in Ruakaka) are currently exposed to traffic noise levels 

of around 59 dB LAeq (24 hr)
9.  This level of existing traffic noise is well above Mr Styles’ 

52 dB LAeq (24 hr) threshold.  It is unlikely that many people consider that noise levels in 

this part of Ruakaka are unacceptable for noise sensitive activities and there are 

obviously no consequential restrictions on people living or developing their properties 

there. 

Figure 1: Marsden Point Road - Street View Image 

 
8 My comparison is for a dwelling set 20m back from a secondary collector road that is surfaced with chip seal 

carrying 1000 vehicles per day at 50 kph and 5% heavy vehicles.  Marshall Day have recent long-term 

measurements on a “quiet” residential street (at Grey St Onehunga) which demonstrates similar levels. 

9 Refer to Appendix A of my evidence for details of noise levels on this Ruakaka street. 
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7.8 If 52 dB LAeq (24 hr)
10 was “the starting point for determining whether noise levels are 

acceptable for noise sensitive activities” this would mean that traffic noise levels would 

be unacceptable at most dwellings adjacent to even modestly trafficked urban and 

peri-urban residential streets throughout New Zealand.  Clearly, that is not the case. 

7.9 Everyone will agree that it is nice to live in areas with very low levels of traffic noise – 

but that is not the question that needs to be considered for Marsden City.  The question 

is not whether we should restrict development of residential land only to areas where 

traffic noise levels are similar to “quiet residential streets”, but whether the land 

adjacent to the State Highway 15 can be developed in such a way that traffic noise 

levels do not present a known risk to the human health of those who live there.  

Residential land is in short supply, and we should avoid sterilising its use unless there 

are compelling health reasons to do so. 

7.10 I have addressed the traffic noise issue carefully and conservatively and Marsden City 

Partnership have agreed to adopt my recommendations.   I have done this by 

acknowledging and directly responding to the potential health effects of noise, and by 

considering what practicable options there are to mitigate the noise.  This has been 

achieved as follows: 

(a) Recommending a high noise barrier be constructed to screen the State 

Highway.  This achieves the Waka Kotahi policy noise level of 57 dB LAeq(24 hr) 

and ensures that all dwellings will be exposed to “Category A” noise levels as 

defined by NZS6806:2010.  This has been calculated allowing for a future 

doubling of the existing road traffic volumes.  

(b) Requiring sound insulation measures to still be implemented within 

around 50 metres of the State Highway.  This is accomplished by the Noise 

Zone 2a overlay (refer to Figure 1 of my evidence).  This provision effectively 

requires that any dwelling exposed to a future traffic noise level of above 

55 dB LAeq(24 hr) will require façade sound insulation provisions11.  The net effect 

will be that noise levels in bedrooms will be well below the minimum required 

 
10 Approximately 55 dB LAeq daytime and 45 dB LAeq night-time 

11 including ventilation and likely including cooling provisions 
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by Waka Kotahi in their reverse sensitivity policy12.  The Noise Zone 2a overlay 

was also intended to provide a “safety factor” to cover parts of the site where 

noise levels might be marginally above 57 dB LAeq (24 hr), such as at the south 

end of the zone. It also allowed for two storey dwellings to be constructed near 

to the bund, ensuring that the upper levels of bedrooms will be appropriately 

sound insulated. 

7.11 This achieves the following outcomes: 

(a) Inside of Noise Zone 2a, the provisions (in combination with the bund) will 

ensure traffic noise levels will be around 30 to 32 dB LAeq (24 hr) inside bedrooms, 

(should people choose to close their windows).  This will likely equate to noise 

levels in bedrooms of around 27 dB LAeq at night. 

(b) Outside of Noise Zone 2a, people can sleep with windows open and receive 

noise levels within bedrooms of 40 dB LAeq(24 hr) or below – likely equating to 

noise levels in bedrooms of around 35 dB LAeq at night.  If residents choose to 

close their windows, noise levels will reduce much further. 

(c) The internal noise levels that will be achieved are better than required by Waka 

Kotahi policy and are better than recommended in the New Zealand Standard 

NZS 2107:2016 “Acoustics - Recommended design sound levels and 

reverberation times for building interiors” for “sleeping areas near major roads” 

7.12 I consider the above provides for a suitable level of health protection for people.    The 

measures do not aim to provide the same level of residential amenity as a “quiet 

residential street” – rather the best practicable option has been taken to ensure people 

who choose to live in the proposed low density residential zone are suitably protected 

from health effects of noise. 

  

 
12 The Waka Kotahi policy is that 40 dB LAeq(24 hr) is acceptable in bedrooms  
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Section 42A report recommendations 

7.13 The s42A report recommendations are informed by Mr Styles’ opinions.  A 

consequential recommendation of the S42A report is: 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 6 
“Seek that the applicant provide further noise contour plans as recommended by Mr 
Styles to demonstrate the extent of LRZ land that will be subject to unsuitable levels of 
acoustic amenity”   

7.14 I have not provided the plans requested above. I have discussed in my evidence why 

52 dB LAeq (24 hr) is an inappropriate threshold.  The LRZ land will not be subject to 

“unsuitable levels of acoustic amenity” on any part of the land.   

7.15 Mr Styles’ low threshold also partly influences the following recommendations: 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 11 
“Seek the applicant to further consider rewording the proposed policies and rules relating 
to restrictions on dwellings/residential activities and visitor accommodation within sub-
precinct F to reference noise sensitive activities. Alternatively, provide additional 
evidence to justify the exclusion of the remaining activities captured under the definition“ 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 12 
“Require that any noise sensitive activity with an outdoor component larger than a small 
balcony is precluded across sub-precinct F for noise zone 2a” 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 13  
“Require that controls also apply to any part of sub-precinct F exposed to noise levels 
greater than 52 dB LAeq(24hr), regardless of whether the sites “adjoins” SH15”.  

7.16 I understand that Mr Badham will respond with an agreement to reference all “noise 

sensitive activities” in sub-precinct F that are adjacent to SH15 (rather than just 

dwellings and visitor accommodation).  I understand this will make these activities non-

complying if they are adjacent to SH15. I understand this will resolve bullet points 11 

and 12 above. 

7.17 I disagree with bullet point 13 for the reasons I have already outlined.  This is an 

inappropriate noise threshold to use to control development.  Noise sensitive activity 

located on sites that are non-adjacent to SH15 will obtain a suitable level of amenity 

through the Noise Zone 2a provisions, distance from the highway and/or screening 

provided by the intervening buildings.  I note much of this area has already been 

developed with noise insensitive activities. 

7.18 The s42A report discusses the provision of a noise barrier.  There is agreement that a 

noise barrier is important and will result in the improved outcomes for the low density 
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residential area that I discuss above. There is broad agreement that the barrier should 

be completed before dwellings are occupied near the State Highway.   

7.19 Paragraph 278 of the s42A report notes that the southern extent of the barrier results 

in the 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) contour extending onto the low density residential zone.  The 

report also recommends extending the barrier along the northern boundary as follows:  

• Section 320, bullet point 24 (last bullet point) 
“Amend the MCP provisions in regard to Appendices A and B to extend the noise 
bund/acoustic fence requirement along the northern most boundary of LRZ (within Noise 
Zone 2A). 

7.20 I consider this can be resolved through: 

(a) Extending the barrier 60 metres along the northern boundary of the low density 

residential zone 

(b) Extending the barrier 60 metres along the southern boundary of the low density 

residential zone (between the LRZ and the commercial zone).      

7.21 The above changes have been agreed to by the applicant.  These changes are shown 

in Appendix B of my evidence.  Appendix B also shows that this will be sufficient to 

ensure that no part of the low density zone receives traffic noise levels above 57 dB 

LAeq (24 hr). I have slightly realigned Noise Zone 2a as a consequence of the improved 

noise levels in the southern corner of the low density zone that will occur with the 

realignment of the barrier (refer to updated Section 1, Figure 1 of this evidence).   

7.22 The s42A report raises questions about the implementation of the rules that relate to 

the noise barrier.  The s42A report makes the following recommendations with regard 

to the bund: 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 7 
“Seek that the applicant provide further consideration of the workability and 
requirements of MCP-R3 to address the submissions." 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 9 
“Accept Waka Kotahi submission in part.  Being in regard to the acoustic bund/fence, 
and as discussed in detail in paragraph 287” 

7.23 Mr Styles and I agree that the best approach to this proposed plan change is to require 

a barrier is in place before dwellings are inhabited near the State Highway.  The key 

requirement in my view is that the full noise barrier should be in place before people 
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move into dwellings which are constructed within 75 metres of the SH15 nearside road 

carriageway. 

7.24 How certainty is provided to Council is best left to the planning and legal experts.  

However, I note the following: 

(a) The height reference for the bund should be the existing ground height at the 

property boundary with SH15.   

(b) The most likely solution is a simple noise bund.  Noise walls may be utilised by 

Marsden City Partnership as part of a wall/bund combination.  If a wall-on-the-

bund forms part of the design solution I agree the wall needs to be suitably 

constructed.  The NZTA P40 specification is a detailed document - it calls for a 

wall density of 10 kg/m2 where a barrier is 2 metres or lower in height.  It also 

specifies durability, graffiti prevention coatings, urban design requirements, 

landscaping, road safety and electrical powerline clearance measures.  These 

are important within NZTA state highway designations; however, I note that the 

proposed bund would be land owned by Marsden City Partnership.  The s42A 

report notes that “it’s commonly acknowledged that it is not good planning 

practice to include reference to specific documents in District Plan rules, I 

consider that the submission point has merit and consider that the specific 

requirements relating to the acoustic bund/fence should be reconsidered by the 

applicant in their reconsideration of MPC-R3”.   

(c) I understand Mr Badham has reconsidered the workability of the rules and has 

now included a controlled activity status rule for noise sensitive activity 

occurring within the proposed “Noise Barrier Overlay”13.  The “Noise Barrier 

Overlay” area would sit over land in the low density residential zone that is 

within 75 metres of the SH15 road carriageway.  I understand that Mr Badham’s 

updated rules control subdivision and development within this area, subject to 

confirmation that the noise barrier has been suitably constructed.  We have 

established a list of requirements for the noise barrier (MCP Appendix C) which 

I consider set out simple matters that would ensure the barrier will be 

acoustically effective.   

  

 
13 Refer to the updated zoning plan in Mr Badham’s documentation 
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7.25 Other matters raised which require my comment are: 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 1 
“Accept the submissions and amend all references to “residential activities” or 
“dwellings” to “noise sensitive activities” within MCP Appendix B” 

7.26 I agree with the above and have updated Section 1, Figure 1 of this evidence 

accordingly 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 4 
“Reject KiwiRail and Waka Kotahi submission to introduce vibration controls” 

7.27 I agree with the above 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 18 
“Retain the consequential amendments to NAV 6.1 and NAV 6.5 as notified” 

7.28 I agree with this broadly, however Mr Styles has usefully noted in 8.2 of his report that 

NAV 6.5.1 must be updated to correctly reference Marsden City Precinct Noise Zone 

2a and 3.   This is an important correction. 

• Section 320 Bullet Point 19 
“Accept the applicant’s response to rely on Operative provisions and not create bespoke 
mechanical ventilation requirements for the PPC” 

7.29 I agree that this may be the best option.  I have some concerns about the ventilation 

and cooling provisions in the decisions version of the District Plan, but understand that 

those matters are being considered by others in appeals currently.  I hope that process 

will deliver a simple rule that requires sufficient cooling and ventilation without 

unnecessary complexity and expense.  

• Section 320 Bullet Point 20 
“Amend the key in MCP Appendix B- to correctly identify the zoning of sub-precinct F 

7.30 I have amended this figure.  Refer to Section 1, Figure 1 of my evidence 

7.31 Finally, in paragraphs 262 to 267 of the s42A report there is discussion about Mr Styles’ 

concern that dwellings in the northern part of sub-precinct D will experience sleep 

disturbance effects due to rail noise if windows are open.  The s42A report questions 

the reasonableness of Mr Styles’ concern and does not make any recommendation for 

change.  I can clarify that Noise Zone 2a already extends over the northern-most part 

of sub-precinct D (refer to Section 1, Figure 1 of my evidence). This means that even 

though these dwellings will likely be 100 metres from the “at-speed” portion of the 
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future rail line, the northern-most dwellings in the sub-precinct D would still require 

sound insulation to reduce future rail noise further14.   

COMMENTS ON SUBMISSIONS  

8.1 My report considered the potential reverse sensitivity effects on Waka Kotahi, KiwiRail, 

Refining NZ and Northport in detail.  In my assessment of noise effects, I specifically 

considered these matters and specifically recommended measures to avoid reverse 

sensitivity arising on significant infrastructure. 

8.2 All of the above organisations have lodged submissions on the application.  The 

submitters all raise concern about reverse sensitivity.  The main reverse sensitivity 

effect relates to potential constraint on road and rail transport.   

8.3 I address each submission in turn: 

8.4 16 –  Northport 

Northport seeks to retain provisions to manage reverse sensitivity and to have 

residential uses in the vicinity of SH15 and the rail corridor removed. The 

submission seeks to have adequate building setbacks to facilitate the future 

four‐laning of SH15.  The submission raises concern about trucks accelerating 

and decelerating from a future roundabout (including engine braking) 

8.5 The submission provides useful context about Northport’s concerns but does not 

provide any evidence that the measures I have already proposed to address reverse 

sensitivity are insufficient.  The submission does not acknowledge the proposed 3-

metre-high noise barrier alongside the State Highway 15 or the proposed building 

sound insulation measures that are proposed in Noise Zone 2a adjacent to SH15 and 

the Marsden Rail Link corridor.  I consider that those measures provide resolution of 

Northport’s request that the plan change “retain provisions to manage reverse 

sensitivity”. 

8.6 Northport does not raise any concern that noise from their Port operation (i.e. loading 

and unloading ships) will result in noise levels of concern at Marsden City and I assume 

that this is not a major concern for Northport.  As I stated in my report, given the 

significant distances involved, I consider that the intensification of land use within 

 
14 and ventilation and likely cooling to allow windows to remain closed 
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Marsden City does not represent any risk to the operation of the industrial sites at 

Marsden Point (including Northport). 

8.7 The issue of trucks engine braking to the proposed roundabout was addressed in the 

2016 hearing for PC135.  Generally, roundabouts do not change noise emissions 

considerably.  Engine noise is only one aspect of road traffic noise – much noise is 

created by tyre / road surface noise which increases with speed (and hence decreases 

as vehicles slow when nearing a roundabout).  In my experience, the character of noise 

changes when a roundabout is installed, but the noise levels do not increase 

significantly.  The sound insulation requirements for Noise Zone 2a provide a high 

degree of control over low frequency noise intrusion which I consider appropriate to 

address noise from future engine braking.  I also note that the proposed residential 

areas are well removed from any future roundabout. 

8.8 19 – Refining NZ 

Refining NZ seek: that the plan change is declined is if appropriate planning 

controls are not included to manage reverse sensitivity. Introduce appropriate 

provisions to protect against potential reverse sensitivity effects, for example: 

a) Considering the most appropriate design and layout of the PPC150 site; b) 

Requiring residential development to include mandatory acoustic mitigation 

measures such as double glazing and installation of air conditioning; and c) 

Requiring no complaint covenants to be included on the titles. 

8.9 The Refining NZ submission is somewhat general and does not raise technical 

concerns about the actual levels of noise across the Marsden City site.  It puts less 

emphasis on road and rail noise and more on general reverse sensitivity from 

operations (presumably because product from the refinery is sent mostly via the 

Refinery Auckland Pipeline or ship).  I addressed this in my report where I said: 

“…Notwithstanding the above it is recognised that large industrial sites can at times 

attract complaints from receivers that are located significant distances from the sites 

themselves.  It is understood that such complaints are received from time-to-time by 

the industrial land users at Marsden Point.  Whether such complaints are reasonable 

or based on actual noise emissions can be expensive and time consuming to 

investigate and it is not unreasonable for large industrial plants to have concern about 

the intensification of residential areas even at significant distances.   In this case, given 

the significant distances involved, it is considered that the intensification of land use 
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within the Plan Change area does not represent a major risk to the operation of the 

industrial sites at Marsden Point…”15 

8.10 I understand the concerns raised by Refining NZ, given their history in earnestly 

assisting people who have raised concern over noise from Marsden Point.  However  

in this case it is difficult to see that any real risk exists on the operation of the refinery 

given that it is 5,200 metres away (over “acoustically soft” ground) from Marsden City.  

The relief sought by Refining NZ (to provide air-conditioning and double glazing 

throughout the development) will likely be required for any noise sensitive activity in 

Noise Zone 2a and 3, but in my view is not required for the remainder of the Marsden 

City site (that being the majority of the areas proposed to be zoned Residential). 

8.11 25 - Waka Kotahi:  

Waka Kotahi seek: to decline the plan change as it fundamentally changes 

transport and land use patterns. Manage adverse effects by discouraging the 

establishment of noise sensitive activities near SH15.   Delete Low Density 

Residential Zone or amend provisions to require bund / fence to be constructed 

wholly outside of the State Highway corridor and that maintenance of the bund 

/ fence is the responsibility of land owner(s). Make noise sensitive activities non-

complying within 100m for the road corridor. Delete Low Density Residential 

Zone, General Residential Zone, Commercial Area South and replace with 

Industrial (or other less sensitive zone). Add new Rule to the MCP Chapter to 

introduce vibration design requirements for any noise sensitive activity closer 

than 40m to the SH carriageway.  Amend references to Noise Sensitive Activities 

and NZTA’s P40 specification for noise barriers. 

8.12 Waka Kotahi do not address the potential reverse sensitivity effects in an analytical 

way.  The submission does not acknowledge the significant work done to identify 

potential reverse sensitivity issues and to address them through the provision of a 3-

metre-high noise barrier for the low density residential area, nor does it acknowledge 

the proposed sound insulation measures within Noise Zone 2a.   The Waka Kotahi 

submission does not appear to consider the actual potential noise levels from SH15 or 

compare them with their own technical guidelines16.  Rather, concern is raised in 

 
15 Include a reference to where in your report this comes from. 

16https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land-

use.pdf  

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land-use.pdf
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land/effects-on-noise-sensitive-land-use.pdf
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general terms about reverse sensitivity.  Many of the requested amendments (such as 

noise sensitive activities being non-complying within 100m of the road even if a 3 metre 

high barrier is in place) are extremely conservative and contravene Waka Kotahi’s road 

traffic noise guidelines as well as being inconsistent with their responses to other 

subdivisions. 

8.13 I provided a detailed review of Waka Kotahi’s policy in my report (refer to Chapter 9 of 

my report). My review showed that a 3-metre high noise barrier will ensure that noise 

levels across the low density residential zone will be below 57 dB LAeq(24hr).  This level 

of noise is considered acceptable by Waka Kotahi in their technical guidelines.   

8.14 Waka Kotahi routinely accept multi-lot subdivision activity adjacent to State Highways 

where noise levels are above 57 dB LAeq(24hr) provided a) sound insulation measures 

are included to dwelling façades, and b) ventilation systems are provided17.  For 

Marsden City, a high noise barrier is provided to attenuate noise to below 

57 dB LAeq(24hr) in the low density residential zone and sound insulation measures are 

required for land adjacent to the State Highway.   

8.15 The combination of these measures mean that indoor and outdoor amenity in the low 

density residential zone will be acceptable. In my view, NZTA do not have a technical 

basis to be concerned about reverse sensitivity effects nor to require that the proposed 

noise sensitive zones are removed and replaced with ‘Industrial’ (as stated in point 15 

of their submission).   

8.16 Waka Kotahi request (in Point 19 of their submission) that “Any noise sensitive activity 

in a new building or alteration to existing buildings containing a noise sensitive activity, 

closer than 40 metres to the carriageway of a state highway must be designed 

constructed and maintained to achieve road vibration levels not exceeding 0.3 mm/s 

VW,95 

8.17 Waka Kotahi’s design requirement of 0.3 mm/s VW,95 is an acceptable level of vibration 

in dwellings.  I have not carried out vibration measurements on this site, and I can only 

discuss vibration generally.  However, it is unusual to find road traffic vibration issues 

near well maintained flat-level roads.  This is because it is generally the quality of the 

road surface, under the control of the NZTA, that determine the vibration level received 

 
17 To ensure internal noise levels are below 40 dB LAeq(24hr) and that windows can remain closed while 

adequate ventilation is provided. 
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by a dwelling, and that any well-maintained road should not give rise to a level of 

vibration causing annoyance or complaints.  

8.18 Waka Kotahi’s own documents essentially confirm this.  The NZTA’s Guide to state 

highway road surface noise (V1.0, January 2014) states: 

“The type of road surface typically does not have an effect on the level of vibration 

emitted from an operational road. A more significant factor in the generation of vibration 

is the megatexture (section 4.1), defects and other surface features (section 2.9). 

Following the Canterbury earthquakes (2010- 2011) many roads in Christchurch 

exhibited uneven megatexture resulting in increased vibration effects. In areas where 

unusual local ground conditions do cause vibration effects, the issues can be complex 

and often there are not practical mitigation measures available”18 

8.19 Because of the proposed bund, there is a limited area where dwellings could be 

constructed within 40m of SH15 in the low density residential zone and thus a limited 

area where NZTA’s concerns would apply.   

8.20 If Waka Kotahi’s vibration requirement was accepted by the hearing panel, this will 

require vibration measurements to be carried out for any dwelling constructed within 

40 metres of the State Highway. This approach avoids risk to Waka Kotahi over an 

issue that is mostly under their control and imposes the costs of assessment and 

treatment to be implemented by the developer.   

8.21 Waka Kotahi request that all references to residential activities or dwellings should be 

amended to refer to Noise Sensitive Activities instead.  I agree with this matter and 

have amended figures appropriately (refer to Figure 1 of this evidence). 

8.22 Waka Kotahi request that if any noise fence is used that it should conform to 

NZTA’s P40 specifications for durability. I have addressed this in my response to the 

s42A report. 

8.23 26 KiwiRail:  

KiwiRail seek: Decline plan change unless amendments to the proposals and/or 

further information provided to ensure that any potential for public health 

impact/reverse sensitivity effects can be managed.  Amend policy to require a 

 
18https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/road-surface-noise/docs/nzta-surfaces-noise-guide-v1.0.pdf  

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/road-surface-noise/docs/nzta-surfaces-noise-guide-v1.0.pdf
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noise bund/acoustic barrier to be constructed along the rail corridor as well as 

SH15. Retain the rule relating to noise sensitive activities establishing in 

proximity to rail line. Amend maps to refer to Noise Sensitive Activities rather 

than dwellings. Add rule to require new buildings containing noise sensitive 

activities within 60m of the railway are designed to accommodate increased 

vibration levels [not exceeding 0.3 mm/s VW,95], including requiring a noise 

report be provided at the time of development demonstrating compliance. 

8.24 Marsden City Limited Partnership considered the above when making land adjacent to 

the rail corridor a Mixed Use and Commercial zone in the response to further 

information.  This zoning has displaced the low density residential zoning previously 

shown in this area. I understand that “Noise Sensitive Activities” (including dwellings) 

would be a non-complying activity within the Mixed Use and Commercial zones.  This 

is set out in my request for further information response letter dated 19 August 2021  

8.25 As a consequence, the Residential zones would be 70m from any part of the rail 

designation and 100m from the “at speed” future main rail line. The effective result of 

this will be as follows: 

(a) The non-complying status will make it difficult to establish dwellings (and other 

noise sensitive activities) in the Mixed-Use or Commercial zones19.  Any such 

activities are much more likely to be located in the General Residential zone, 

at a distance of at least 70 to 100 metres from any future rail line. 

(b) Any dwellings (or other noise sensitive activities) located in the General 

Residential zone immediately south of the proposed Commercial zone would 

still be subject to the Noise Zone 2a provisions.  These provisions require 

façade sound insulation measures to be included in the building design.  This 

will ensure noise levels within noise sensitive buildings will be acceptable. 

(c) Dwellings constructed within the General Residential zone will not be within 

60 metres of the rail corridor.  As such the KiwiRail vibration requirement (of 

0.3 mm/s VW,95) will be met. 

 
19 A resource consent to establish dwellings north of the rail line could still be made, however I understand that this 

will be difficult to obtain without providing suitable mitigation for vibration.   The combination of resource consent 

and dwelling construction cost is likely to be a significant disincentive  towards establishing dwellings in this area. 
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8.26 Given that no dwellings will be located within 100 metres from the “at speed” future rail 

corridor, KiwiRail’s request to construct a 3-metre-high bund is overly conservative. 

The night-time noise levels in dwellings will be controlled by the sound insulation 

provisions of Noise Zone 2a within 100 metres.  Beyond 100m noise will be reasonably 

controlled by standard façades.  In my view, the 3-metre-high bund is not necessary 

to control noise to these dwellings that will be set well back from any future rail line. 

8.27 I note that in the unlikely event that an applicant did apply to construct a dwelling as a 

non-complying activity in the Mixed-Use or Commercial zone near the railway corridor 

and an assessment of vibration was required, there would be no way to carry out the 

design as the rail line is not constructed and there are no trains to measure. 

8.28 As with Waka Kotahi, I agree that all references to residential activities or dwellings 

should instead refer to noise sensitive activities. I have updated Figure 1 accordingly. 

CONCLUSION 

9.1 I have carried out an assessment of noise and vibration for PC150. 

9.2 In order for a suitable noise environment to be provided within Marsden City, and in 

order to manage reverse sensitivity effects, I have recommended the following 

changes to the District Plan which have been incorporated into the PC150 provisions: 

(a) To allow for a 3-metre-high noise barrier/bund to be constructed adjacent to 

SH15 if dwellings are constructed within 75 metres of the road. 

(b) To remove Noise Zone 1, as no industrial land is proposed. 

(c) To change the location and extent of Noise Zone 2a to ensure that any 

dwellings located adjacent to SH15 and the future Marsden Rail link are sound 

insulated.   

(d) To extend Noise Zone 2 over the Residential zones that are not covered by 

Noise Zone 2a. 

(e) To create “Noise Zone 3” to cover the proposed commercial zones.  This would 

include some sites adjacent to the Marsden Rail Link corridor. 

(f) To remove reference to “Marsden Primary Centre – Town Centre”. 
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(g) To make noise sensitive activities non-complying in some parts of the site to 

avoid noise effects from the transport network 

9.3 The increase in size of Noise Zone 2 (and the removal of Noise Zone 1) will result in 

positive effects on future residential land use due to a general improvement in the level 

of amenity that can be expected for residents of Marsden City.  Residential 

development would be able to occur in the area with certainty that residents would not 

be exposed to levels of industrial noise that could significantly compromise typical 

residential activities. 

9.4 The provision of a dedicated retail and commercial services zone with higher noise 

limits will place fewer restrictions on commercial activity within the Plan Change area.  

The requirement to sound insulate dwellings in this area would ensure that any 

residential land use within this zone receives reasonable internal noise levels.  Sound 

insulation requirements in this area will be improved over the status quo. 

9.5 Any reverse sensitivity effects on the road and rail corridors are proposed to be 

managed through: 

(a) Providing a 3-metre-high bund near State Highway 15 

(b) Requiring sound insulation of noise sensitive activities near SH15 and the 

Marsden Rail Link corridor (within Noise Zone 2a). 

(c) Making noise sensitive activities within all zones within the Mixed-Use or 

Commercial zone 70m of the of the Oakleigh to Marsden Point Rail Link 

Designation boundary (KRH-2) non-complying activities. 

I consider the above are sufficient to comply with the policies of KiwiRail and Waka 

Kotahi, provide sufficient control of any reverse sensitivity effects and avoid serious 

health effects of noise. 

9.6 I do not consider reverse sensitivity effects on the operation of industrial land use at 

Marsden Point (including Northport and Refining NZ operations) to be a significant risk 

due to the significant setback distance between the operation and the site. 

9.7 Overall I consider that the proposed Plan Change 150 and the corresponding changes 

to the noise rules within the District Plan can adequately mitigate the effects of 

incompatible land uses within the Marsden City precinct and on nearby important 

infrastructure.   
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Peter Ibbotson 

Date: 3 August 2021   
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APPENDIX A: Calculated traffic noise on Marsden Point Road (Using NZTA webtool) 

Note: calculation can be opened at this link https://www.nzta.govt.nz/roads-and-

rail/highways-information-portal/tools/road-traffic-noise-calculator/?id=e1738e8991 

 

 Figure 2: Marsden Point Road - Street View Image 

  

https://www.nzta.govt.nz/roads-and-rail/highways-information-portal/tools/road-traffic-noise-calculator/?id=e1738e8991
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/roads-and-rail/highways-information-portal/tools/road-traffic-noise-calculator/?id=e1738e8991
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APPENDIX B: Noise barrier with returns 

 


