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Dear Kelly,  

Plan Change 150 – Marsden City Private Plan Change 

1.0 Introduction  

Whangarei District Council (WDC) has engaged Styles Group to review the noise effects arising 

from Marsden City Limited Partnership’s private plan change request (the PPC) at Marsden City. 

The PPC proposes to rezone 127ha of land, currently zoned for industrial land use under the 

operative Marsden Primary Centre (MPC) provisions.  The PPC proposes the deletion of the MPC 

provisions and the implementation of a new zoning pattern and accompanying controls that 

provides for commercial, mixed use and residential activity under new Marsden City Precinct 

(MCP) and Marsden Town Centre (MTCZ) provisions. 

The northern boundary of the PPC Site abuts the Oakleigh to Marsden Point Rail Link Designation 

boundary (the rail link), and the eastern boundary abuts State Highway 15 (SH15).  These 

transport corridors provide an important role in carrying heavy vehicles to and from the industrial 

area at Marsden Point, including regionally significant infrastructure (Northport and the oil 

refinery).  The PPC will provide for noise sensitive activities in areas exposed to relatively high 

levels of road traffic noise from SH15 and noise from the future rail link.   

This review assesses the extent to which the PPC zoning pattern and accompanying controls will 

ensure that the noise exposure from existing and proposed transport noise (and vibration) sources 

will be compatible with noise sensitive activities authorised across the PPC.  The objective is to 

ensure that future occupants of the PPC Site will experience a reasonable level of noise.  In turn 

the potential for reverse sensitivity conflicts (on the operators of the transport corridors) will be 

adequately avoided. 

This review follows our preliminary review of the application which informed the acoustic related 

Requests for Further Information (RFI).  This review has been prepared further to review of the 

following documents: 

• The Section 32 Analysis (the S32), accompanying zoning maps, proposed precinct 

provisions and consequential amendments to the NAV Chapter (including updates 

following the RFI) 



  

 

• The Acoustic Assessment prepared by Marshall Day Acoustics dated 21 February 2020 

(the MDA Report) and Noise Response dated 19 August 2020 (the MDA Response). 

• The Submissions and Further Submissions relating to noise effects. 

This advice sets out: 

• The PPC layout and controls 

• An analysis of the noise and vibration effects on Noise Zone 3, Noise Zone 2a and Noise 

Zone 2, including the proposed mitigation measures within the PPC. 

• A review of the objectives and policies of the PPC  

• Comment on the proposed noise barrier controls 

• Comment on the consequential amendments to NAV.6.1 

• Comment on submissions relating to noise and vibration effects 

• Overall conclusions and a summary of recommendations  

The PPC is relatively complex, owing to the combination of zoning, noise zone overlays, sub-

precinct rules and updates to the NAV Chapter to manage noise and vibration effects across the 

PPC Site.  

2.0 Noise-sensitive activities in high noise environments 

The PPC will provide for noise sensitive activities in areas exposed to potentially high levels of 

road traffic noise from SH15, future noise from the future rail link, noise emissions of industrial 

activities in Marsden Point, and potentially from other commercial and mixed-use activities within 

the PPC Site.   

Ideally, zoning patterns would avoid the establishment of noise sensitive activities in areas 

exposed to noise levels greater than 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night.  Noise 

levels higher than these are considered to be “high noise environments” for the purpose of this 

review.   

Our general recommendation is to avoid zoning arrangements that would permit residential 

development with a meaningful outdoor component to be exposed to high noise environments. 

However, there are sometimes wider planning considerations that can result in residential 

development in high noise environments being desirable for other reasons.  In circumstances 

where noise sensitive activities are exposed to high noise environments, the objectives should 

be: 

1) Reducing the outdoor noise exposure at any dwelling / outdoor area to no greater than 

55 dB LAeq during the day and 45 dB LAeq at night, or 

2) Arranging housing typologies to reduce the extent of outdoor living, (for example, having 

apartments or terraced town houses with little or no outdoor living component exposed to 

high noise environments), and 



  

 

3) Ensuring that buildings are designed and constructed to ensure noise levels inside 

dwellings are reduced to reasonable levels (35-40dB LAeq), and 

4) Ensuring the effects of outdoor noise levels greater than 55 dB LAeq during the day are 

understood and appropriately assessed.   

The same considerations apply to all noise sensitive activities, recognising that many noise 

sensitive activities (e.g. marae, or education facilities) can have a significant outdoor component 

which require protection from high noise environments.  The general approach is summarised in 

Table 1 below. 

External noise 
environment 

General recommendation 

High noise environment 

(noise levels greater than 
55 dB LAeq during the day 
and 45 dB LAeq at night) 

Noise sensitive activities would ideally be precluded, unless they are 
located, designed and constructed in such a way that ensures: 

Internal noise environment 

Noise sensitive spaces should be acoustically treated to achieve an 
internal noise level no greater than 40 dB LAeq(24hr) or 35dB LAeq(1hr) at night 

(depending on the noise source). 

This will ensure that the occupants of the noise sensitive activities are 
adequately insulated from the outdoor noises such that they can live and 

sleep without unreasonable disturbance or adverse health effects. 

External noise environment 

The type of noise sensitive activity should not involve or rely on outdoor 
areas as a key component for amenity 

The nature and expectations for use of outdoor spaces are important 
factors in determining the degree to which an activity will be sensitive to 

outdoor noise.  

As examples, dwellings would ideally be restricted to apartment-style 
living with balconies oriented away from the noise source if possible.  

Education facilities may be compatible if they do not involve outdoor play 
areas. 

‘No complaints’ covenants can be used to help set expectations of the 
elevated noise environment before residents or occupants buy or move 

into the noisy area (potentially filtering out noise-sensitive receivers). 

Moderate noise 
environment 

Noise levels between 50 -
55 dB LAeq during the day 
and up to 40-45 dB LAeq at 

night. 

These noise levels are consistent with residential areas in proximity to 
town centres, mixed use areas, light industrial zones, and close (but not 
adjacent) to activities such as ports, airports and transport infrastructure. 

Acoustic insulation of indoor spaces is not mandatory to achieve a 
reasonable level of noise indoors at night. 

The amenity in outdoor spaces is low and moderate-to-high annoyance 
effects are likely in a small proportion of the population. 



  

 

External noise 
environment 

General recommendation 

Low noise environment 

Noise levels less than 50 
dB LAeq during the day and 

40 dB LAeq at night. 

The noise environment will be compatible with noise sensitive activities. 

The underlying zoning can recognise and provide for a moderate-to-high 
degree of noise amenity. 

 

Our recommendations for the PPC are designed to deliver these outcomes.  However we 

understand that other planning considerations may influence and change the overall outcome. 

2.1 The PPC layout 

The PPC Site is exposed to road traffic noise from SH15 and will be exposed to noise from the 

rail link when it is constructed and operational.  Rail noise effects are primarily addressed under 

the PPC through the zoning pattern and accompanying controls.  These measures should ensure 

that noise sensitive activities are adequately setback from the rail link such that noise and 

vibration effects will be adequately avoided.  Road traffic noise effects are proposed to be 

addressed through the zoning pattern, noise zones requiring acoustic insulation and the proposed 

noise barrier.   

The key noise management measures incorporated in the PPC are summarised as follows: 

Noise/ vibration 
source 

Mitigation proposed in the PPC 

Rail link and 
SH15 noise 

The Noise Zone overlay (Figure 2) identifies those parts of the site (Noise Zone 3 
and 2a) where acoustic treatment is required to ensure noise sensitive spaces 

achieve a reasonable internal noise environment. 

Rail link only - 
noise and 
vibration 

Land within 70m of the future rail link has been zoned Commercial (Figure 1). 

Precinct rule MCP-R6 sets a non-complying activity status to noise sensitive 
activities within 70m of the rail link designation (KRH-2). 

SH15 only - noise 

MCP-R3(a) requires a 3m noise bund/ barrier between SH15 and the low-density 
residential area in the “noise barrier area” (Figure 1). 

The Noise Zone overlay requires noise sensitive activities in Noise Zone 2a to be 
acoustically insulated to achieve a reasonable indoor noise level. 
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Figure 1 PPC Appendix A- zoning map and sub-precincts 
 

 

Figure 2- PPC Appendix B Noise Zones 
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A primary focus of this review is to consider: 

i. Whether the type, intensity and form of residential development (and other noise 

sensitive activities) authorised by the zoning pattern is compatible with the noise 

levels in the area. 

ii. Whether acoustic treatment or additional controls are required to ensure noise 

sensitive activities experience a reasonable level of noise amenity indoors and 

outdoors. 

2.2 Corrections to Appendix B noise zones  

Appendix A identifies Sub-Precinct F is zoned Commercial Zone (south).  We note that the key in 

Appendix B does not correctly identify the zoning of Sub-Precinct F (no commercial zone is 

identified over noise zone 2a).  We recommend this is updated, and that Appendix B is also 

updated to refer to “noise sensitive activities” rather than dwellings. 

2.3 Noise level metrics for road traffic noise assessment 

The MDA Report uses the LAeq24hr metric to consider the effects of road traffic noise from SH15.  

This metric does not give any resolution on the difference between the noise level during the day 

and during the night.  However, based on our experience, and taking into account the high 

percentage of trucks on SH15 and that they are likely to make up a higher percentage of night-

time traffic, a noise level of 57dB LAeq24hr is likely to result in: 

• Noise levels of approximately 58-59dB LAeq during the day 

• Noise levels of approximately 50-53dB LAeq during the night-time period 

We have adopted noise levels of 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night as the threshold 

of acceptability for noise sensitive activities.  Noise levels greater than these levels can be 

acceptable for noise sensitive activities subject to careful consideration of the effects and 

appropriate mitigation measures.  These levels are well accepted internationally as the highest 

level of outdoor noise that residential use should be exposed to before careful assessment of the 

effects and appropriate mitigation measures are considered. 

Noise levels of 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night are likely to equate to 

approximately 52-53dB LAeq24hr in this case.  Our recommendations in respect of road traffic noise 

therefore use a level of 52dB LAeq24hr as the starting point for determining whether the noise levels 

are acceptable for noise sensitive activities. 

2.4 “Reverse sensitivity’ 

We note that there is a consistent theme among many of the reports and provisions where the 

various rules and acoustic insulation standards are required to avoid reverse sensitivity effects 

on the noise generators. 



  

 

We consider that this focus is incorrect.  The focus of these provisions should be to ensure that 

the occupants of the noise sensitive activities are protected from levels of noise that are 

unreasonable.  Exposure to unreasonable levels of noise has the potential to give rise to 

annoyance and adverse health effects.  Protecting people from adverse health effects is likely to 

be the most important objective of these provisions. 

If the provisions can adequately protect people from adverse annoyance and health effects, 

potential reverse sensitivity effects on the noise generators will be avoided. 

3.0 Noise Zone 3 

Noise Zone 3 applies to the Town Centre Zone.  This is a mixed use / commercial-style zone in 

which residential units are permitted where they are above ground floor and are acoustically 

insulated from the commercial noise levels authorised in the zone. 

Noise Zone 3 is well separated from SH15, but is adjacent to the rail link.  Precinct rule MCP-R6 

applies a non-complying activity status to noise sensitive activities within 70m of the rail link. 

The MDA Assessment notes: 

“Although this zone is not considered likely to contain many dwellings, this landuse will 

not be prohibited. A sound insulation rule has also been recommended to ensure that any 

residential land use in these areas receives reasonable internal noise levels. The sound 

insulation measures required would preclude very lightweight dwellings from being 

established and will require mechanical ventilation or air-conditioning to be installed.” 

The PPC proposes consequential amendments to the NAV chapter to: 

• Increase the noise limits in the Town Centre zone by 5 dB1, to enable greater intensity of 

activities. 

• Require noise sensitive activities in Noise Zone 3 to be acoustically insulated to achieve 

compliance with the design noise levels in NAV.6.5.2.  

The key considerations for noise sensitive activities within Noise Zone 3 relate to the potential 

exposure to rail noise and vibration effects from the future rail link and noise generating activities 

within the Town Centre Zone.  These are discussed below.  

3.1 Noise Zone 3- rail noise and vibration 

Precinct rule MCP-R6 sets a non-complying activity status to noise sensitive activities within 70m 

of the Oakleigh to Marsden Point Rail Link Designation boundary.  Noise sensitive activities are 

also required to be insulated under the requirements of NAV.6.5.2. We consider that the setback 

and insulation controls will adequately avoid rail noise and vibration effects on noise sensitive 

activities. 

 
1 Increased to 60dB LAeq daytime, 50 dB LAeq and 75 dB LAFMax at night-time . 



  

 

3.2 Noise Zone 3- noise levels within the zone 

The PPC proposes amendments to NAV.6.5.2 to require noise sensitive activities within Noise 

Zone 3 to be acoustically insulated in accordance with the specified design noise levels.  We are 

satisfied that the criteria will ensure noise sensitive activities are adequately insulated from the 

higher noise levels authorised in the Town Centre Zone and the adjacent mixed use zone.   

3.3 Noise zone 3 summary 

The PPC controls will adequately separate noise sensitive activities from the rail link and will 

control the internal noise levels of noise sensitive spaces.   These measures will adequately 

address noise and vibration effects on noise sensitive activities within Noise Zone 3. 

4.0 Noise Zone 2a 

Noise Zone 2a is proposed adjacent to SH15.  Figure 1 shows that the PPC land adjacent to 

SH15 is zoned: 

• Sub-precinct E, with an underlying zoning of Low Density Residential Zone (LDRZ).  The 

noise barrier area is proposed between Sub-precinct E and SH15. 

• Sub-Precinct F is zoned Commercial Zone (south).  There is no noise barrier to reduce 

traffic noise levels into this zone. 

 

Figure 3 SH15A noise exposure across the PPC  

 



  

 

4.1.1 Effects on Sub-Precinct F (commercial) 

Sub-Precinct F provides for a range of business activities and generally “precludes” residential 

development through rules MCP-R195 and MCP-R196.  These rules apply a discretionary activity 

status to visitor accommodation and residential activity2, unless they are on a site which “adjoins” 

SH15 in which case they are non-complying activity.  The PPC requires noise sensitive spaces 

within noise zone 2a to be acoustically insulated. 

Policy MCP12 seeks to: 

Manage reverse sensitivity effects and appropriate visitor accommodation and live / 

work arrangements in the Commercial (South) Sub-Precinct by:  

a. Discouraging the establishment of visitor accommodation and residential activity on 

sites adjoining State Highway 15.  

b. Encouraging any residential activity other than visitor accommodation to be located 

above ground and to be ancillary to a business activity on the same site. 

There are no rules in MCP-R195 and MCP-R196 or MCP6 that require residential activity to be 

ancillary to a business activity.  The activity status applies whether the activity is primary or 

ancillary, and there is no guidance on housing typology (i.e. that would limit potential residential 

dwellings to apartments only, thereby minimising the size and importance of outdoor areas).   

The District Plan’s definition of “noise sensitive activities” also includes marae, hospitals, and 

education facilities. Educational facilities are permitted in sub-precinct F.  Hospital activities and 

care centres are discretionary.  The policies and rules should be amended to be clear about the 

appropriateness of noise sensitive activities that are not dwellings or visitor accommodation. 

Based on the noise levels across Sub-Precinct F, we recommend amendments to the PPC to 

achieve the following: 

• That any noise sensitive activity with an outdoor component larger than a small balcony 

is precluded across sub-precinct F of noise zone 2a; and 

• That such controls 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.  

• Many of the proposed provisions are restricted to dwellings/ visitor accommodation and 

provide insufficient control / direction relating to the appropriateness of other noise 

sensitive activities.  We recommend this is re-evaluated in accordance with the objectives 

to minimise exposure to unreasonable levels of noise outdoors. 

4.1.2 Sub-Precinct E- noise exposure 

Figure 3 identifies the SH15 noise exposure across Sub-precinct E, with the noise barrier in 

place.  Sub-precinct E is zoned LDRZ and provides for residential development on larger sites 

from 800m2 to 2000m2 depending on reticulation.   

 
2 MCP-R195 and MCP-R196 vary the underlying Commercial Zone rule (COMZ-R39) that otherwise applies a non-
complying activity status to residential activity in the Commercial Zone (visitor accommodation is discretionary). 



  

 

  

Figure 4 Road traffic noise exposure across Sub-Precinct E 

MDA’s noise contour plan in Figures 2 and 4 demonstrate the traffic noise exposure across LDRZ, 

taking into account the screening provided by the proposed noise barrier/bund.     

This plan demonstrates that the noise levels will be greater than 57dB LAeq24hr in the first row of 

sections in the south.  The noise modelling shows that the noise barrier reduces the noise levels 

into the LDRZ significantly, with levels reaching 57dB LAeq24hr quite close to SH15.  We would 

expect that noise levels would drop further to 52-53dB LAeq24hr quite quickly also, with only 

approximately the eastern third of each site exposed to noise levels greater than 53dB LAeq24hr. 

Given that the LDRZ will likely result in large yard spaces, we expect that the degree of outdoor 

use will be high.  In our view, the barrier is a critical component for allowing residential activity 

into the LDRZ.  If the barrier was not constructed, we consider that the noise levels would be 

inappropriate for any type of noise sensitive activities where outdoor amenity is important.   

The purpose of the underlying LDRZ is described in the Precinct “Issues” as follows (emphasis 

added): 

“Sub-Precinct E is zoned Low Density Residential Zone provides for residential 

development on larger sites to provide a buffer between Marsden City land and State 

Highway 15A and the rail designation”. 

We disagree that zoning land residential is an effective or appropriate way of achieving an 

effective buffer between a high noise generator and other residential land.  Where there is a need 

to adequately separate incompatible land uses, the buffer should be insensitive to the effects of 

noise.  This could be achieved through zoning land industrial or commercial, passive open space 

or similar. 

In summary, we consider that: 

a) Noise Zone 2a should not be described as a buffer if noise sensitive activities are 

anticipated there 



  

 

b) The location of the 52dB LAeq24hr contour should be identified to determine whether there 

is sufficient room left to the west of this contour for noise sensitive activities.  The land 

between the 52dB LAeq24hr contour and the bund/ barrier would be exposed to noise levels 

greater than what would be desirable.  

c) The noise barrier / bund is critical if noise sensitive activities are to be anticipated in the 

zone 

d) The noise levels on the eastern third of the sites could be greater than 55dB LAeq and 

therefore subject to low levels of acoustic amenity 

e) That noise sensitive activities are acoustically insulated to provide reasonable internal 

noise levels to avoid adverse health effects 

4.1.3 Sub-Precinct E-– rail noise and vibration 

Precinct rule MCP-R6 applies a non-complying activity status to noise sensitive activities within 

70m of the Oakleigh to Marsden Point Rail Link Designation boundary.  We are generally satisfied 

this setback and the acoustic insulation provisions will ensure rail noise and vibration effects on 

noise sensitive activities in Noise Zone 2a will be adequately avoided, however recommend the 

extension of the noise barrier/ bund along the northern boundary.  This is detailed further in 

Section 7.4 of this advice. 

4.2 Noise Zone 2a- zone interface noise levels 

The PPC proposes consequential amendments to NAV.6.1. that will ensure: 

• Noise levels generated from activities in another zone will not exceed 55 dB LAeq 

daytime, 45 dB LAeq and 70 dB LAFMax at night when measured and assessed in 

Noise Zone 2a.   

• Noise sensitive activities in Noise Zone 2a are acoustically insulated. 

We are satisfied these measures will adequately control the noise levels from commercial and 

mixed-use activities in adjacent zones. 

5.0 Noise Zone 2 

Noise Zone 2 covers the majority of the PPC site.   The PPC does not include any controls to 

require noise sensitive activities within Noise Zone 2 to be acoustically insulated. 

The separation distance between Noise Zone 2 and SH15 mean that road traffic noise levels will 

be reasonable. 

We expect that the occupants of noise sensitive activities in the northern part of Noise Zone 2 

immediately to the south of sub-precinct G may suffer sleep disturbance effects from night-time 

freight train movements along the rail link from time to time.  This will depend on the degree of 

acoustical screening that the buildings in sub-precinct G will afford.  If the buildings are relatively 

close together with minimal gaps, the noise levels into Noise Zone 2 may be acceptable. If there 



  

 

are sites in sub-precinct G that are open or there are large gaps between the buildings, the rail 

noise levels propagating into Noise Zone 2 may be high enough to cause sleep disturbance 

effects in the closest noise sensitive activities. 

We recommend that noise sensitive activities located in sub-precinct D, immediately south of sub-

precinct G are subject to acoustic insulation requirements based on there being no attenuation 

afforded by buildings in sub-precinct G. 

An alternative solution would be to extend the noise barrier along the northern boundary to screen 

Noise Zone 2 from rail noise. 

5.1 Noise Zone 2- zone interface noise levels 

The PPC proposes consequential amendments to NAV.6.1 that will ensure noise levels generated 

from activities in another zone will not exceed 55 dB LAeq daytime, 45 dB LAeq and 70 dB LAFMax at 

night when measured and assessed in Noise Zone 2. 

We consider that these standards are typical for interfaces between business zones and 

residential zones.  The noise limits provide for an environment that is compatible with traditional 

residential activity, albeit that the amenity level will be relatively low. 

6.0 PPC objectives and policies 

We have provided comment on the noise related objectives and policies of the PPC below. 

Objective/ Policy Styles Group comment 

MCP-05- 
Reverse 
Sensitivity 

Manage reverse sensitivity effects 
between zones and incompatible land 
use activities. 

We note MCP-05 is primarily focussed on 
“managing” reverse sensitivity effects rather 
than ensuring noise sensitive activities are 
exposed to a reasonable level of noise. 

We consider this objective should be re-
focussed to ensure that the noise levels 
experienced by future occupants will be 
reasonable.  If this is achieved, potential 
reverse sensitivity effects will be avoided. 

We do not support the use of the term 
“manage” due to its ambiguous nature. 

The objective could be reframed to read: 

MCP-05- Amenity and health effects and 
reverse sensitivity  

Ensure that noise sensitive activities are not 
exposed to unreasonable noise levels to 
adequately avoid Manage reverse 
sensitivity effects between zones and 
incompatible land use activities. 



  

 

Objective/ Policy Styles Group comment 

MCP-P6 – 
Residential 
Amenity 

Require residential units to be 
designed to meet the day to day 
needs of residents by providing:  

a. Privacy, outlook, and daylight. 

 b. Useable and accessible outdoor 
living space with good sunlight 
access. 

We recommend this policy refers to the 
need for dwellings to be designed and 
constructed to achieve:  

c.  Reasonable levels of external and 
internal noise. 

MCP-P9 – 
Reverse 
Sensitivity 

Manage adverse reverse sensitivity 
effects of sensitive activities in close 
proximity to State Highway 15, the 
designated rail corridor and 
surrounding industrial land use. 

We recommended this policy is amended to 
replace ‘manage’ with ‘adequately 
mitigated” or other such words to avoid any 
ambiguity associated with ‘manage’. 

The policy also requires reframing to put 
the focus on achieving a reasonable level of 
noise in the first instance. 

We recommend the policy is amended to 
read: 

Locate and design noise sensitive activities 
to ensure that the noise from State Highway 
15, the designated rail corridor and 
surrounding industrial land use is 
reasonable, to avoid adverse reverse 
sensitivity effects on the operators of of 
sensitive activities in close proximity to 
State Highway 15, the designated rail 
corridor and surrounding industrial land 
use. 

MCP-P12 – 
Residential 
Activities and 
Visitor 
Accommodation 
in the 
Commercial 
(South) Sub 
Precinct 

Manage reverse sensitivity effects 
and appropriate visitor 
accommodation and live / work 
arrangements in the Commercial 
(South) Sub-Precinct by:  

a. Discouraging the establishment of 
visitor accommodation and residential 
activity on sites adjoining State 
Highway 15.  

b. Encouraging any residential activity 
other than visitor accommodation to 
be located above ground and to be 
ancillary to a business activity on the 
same site. 

We support this policy to the extent that it 
discourages noise sensitive activities from 
establishing in noisy areas.   

However, it needs to reframed to put the 
focus on achieving reasonable noise levels. 

We recommend that it read: 

Achieve a reasonable level of noise 
Manage reverse sensitivity effects and 
appropriate for visitor accommodation and 
live / work arrangements in the Commercial 
(South) Sub-Precinct and avoid reverse 
sensitivity effects by:  

a. Discouraging the establishment of visitor 
accommodation and residential activity on 
sites adjoining State Highway 15.  

b. Encouraging any residential activity other 
than visitor accommodation to be located 
above ground and to be ancillary to a 
business activity on the same site. 

c. Avoiding outdoor areas of noise sensitive 
activities that encourage outdoor living and 



  

 

Objective/ Policy Styles Group comment 

/ or require a high degree of acoustic 
amenity 

 

Marsden Town Centre (MTCZ) provisions  

MTCZ-P3 – 
Activities 

Reinforce the function of the Marsden 
Town Centre as the primary location 
for retail and commercial activity 
within Marsden Point and Ruakaka 
by: 

1. Enabling residential and 
commercial activities, including; 
smaller scale retail activities, offices 
and commercial services, restaurants, 
cafes, bars and entertainment 
facilities.  

2. Discouraging rural production 
activities and industrial activities 
(except for small scale artisan 
industrial activities). 

3. Encouraging residential units to 
locate above ground floor while 
acknowledging that there may be a 
reduced level of residential amenity 
within the Marsden Town Centre due 
to a mix of uses and late-night 
activities. 

We recommend this policy is amended to 
require the following (or other such words): 

Ensuring that activities sensitive to noise 
are designed and located to ensure a 
reasonable level of external and internal 
noise. 

7.0 The noise barrier 

MCP- R3 and Appendix B requires that a noise bund / acoustic barrier is constructed “to its full 

extent” prior the establishment of a noise sensitive activity in the LDRZ of Noise Zone 2a.   Figure 

3 displays the location of the required noise barrier adjacent to the eastern boundary of the PPC 

Site adjacent to the LDRZ.  

The key considerations for the noise barrier relate to: 

• The trigger for its construction under MCP-R3. 

• The alignment of the noise barrier (and whether it is required should be extended to 

mitigate rail noise effects along the northern boundary) 

• The requirements for the construction and ongoing maintenance of the noise barrier. 



  

 

 

Figure 5 Noise barrier area 

 

We strongly support the construction of the barrier as a mitigation measure.  If the barrier is not 

constructed, we consider that a zoning pattern that moved noise sensitive activities away from 

SH15 would be appropriate. 

7.1 Trigger for construction under MCP-R3 

MCP- R3 requires that a noise bund / acoustic barrier is constructed “to its full extent” prior the 

establishment of a noise sensitive activity in the LDRZ of Noise Zone 2a.   

B&A’s RFI response discusses the updates to MCP-R3 to improve the clarity and application of 

the control: 

KiwiRail seek noise 
barrier along northern 

boundary to provide 
screening from rail 

noise.  



  

 

“The intention is that the entire noise bund and / or barrier is constructed “to its full extent” 

prior to the establishment of any noise sensitive activity in the identified area. This will 

require the comprehensive construction of the noise bund and / or barrier to avoid a 

piecemeal approach to construction”.3 

This statement suggests that the PPC proponent will construct the bund in its entirety.   

We consider it fundamental that the PPC incorporates suitable controls to require the construction 

of the noise barrier by the PPC proponent, prior to release of the PPC land for the development 

of noise sensitive activities within Noise Zone 2a.  

7.2 Construction specifications 

Appendix C of the PPC has been updated to clarify that either an earth bund or a combination of 

a bund and acoustic fence can be utilised to achieve the required height of 3.0m.  Figure MCP-

AppC1 provides a visual representation of a typical earth bund.  This figure shows a bund with a 

height of 2.0m (not 3.0m).  We note that the 2.0m height shown on Figure MCP-AppC1 may be 

confusing to plan users.  We recommend that the diagram is updated to be consistent with a 

height of 3.0m. 

Other than the requirement for the noise bund/ barrier to be acoustically effective, the design, 

materials and appearance of the bund or barrier are not an acoustics issue and are not considered 

here.  Our only recommendations regarding the bund are: 

1) That it is constructed prior to the occupation of any dwelling in Noise Zone 2a  

2) That it extends for the full length as identified in the MDA Assessment 

3) That is has no gaps along its length 

4) That it is constructed and maintained to comprise a surface mass of at least 10kg/m2.  This 

can be achieved by an earth bund, barrier or combination of both. 

7.3 Noise barrier maintenance responsibilities 

B&A’s RFI response also provides further clarification on maintenance of the noise barrier: 

“A new clause 4 has been added to the noise bund requirements in Appendix C that 

requires that “the bund and / or acoustic fence must be maintained in perpetuity as an 

acoustically effective barrier”. Similar to the imposition of consent conditions for earth 

bunds and acoustic fences, the land owner will be responsible for ongoing maintenance”4. 

We agree that the noise barrier must be maintained in an acoustically effective state for as long 

as it is required to reduce road traffic noise levels.   

 
3 Page 32-33, B&A RFI Response. 

4 Page 33, B&A RFI Response 



  

 

7.4 Extension of noise barrier along northern boundary of sub-precinct E 

Figure 3 displays the extension to the noise barrier area requested by KiwiRail along the northern 

boundary of sub-precinct E.  Extending the noise barrier along this boundary (adjacent to the 

boundary of the LDRZ) will screen rail noise effects on the future residential development.  We 

support the construction of the noise barrier in this location.   

8.0 Consequential amendments to the NAV Chapter 

The PPC proposes several consequential amendments to the NAV Chapter of the District Plan.   

These are discussed below. 

8.1 NAV.6.1 Noise arising from activities within Environments 

We have reviewed the recommended updates to NAV.6.1.  The proposed amendments will 

adequately control noise levels generated within and between zones. 

8.1.1 Corrections to Port Nikau standards 

Figure 4 of the MDA Assessment sets out the recommended consequential updates to NAV.6.1.  

WDC’s submission seeks clarity on why the Port Nikau noise limits are proposed to be amended 

in NAV.6.1.  Footnote 6 of the MDA Assessment records:   

“Note that clauses highlighted in grey relate to the Port Nikau area. These are not part of 

the plan change however it is noted that in some areas of the Plan (NAV6.5) the clauses 

may currently erroneously refer to “Port Nikau Noise Zone 2A” instead of “Port Nikau Noise 

Zone”. 

We support amendments to correct errors in NAV.6.1, however whether such updates relating to 

Port Nikau are within scope of this PPC is left to others. 

8.2 NAV.6.5 sound insulation requirements 

We have reviewed the recommended updates to NAV.6.5 and agree with the internal design 

noise levels for Noise Zone 2A and 3.  We also agree with the external noise levels to inform the 

design. 

We note that no updates are proposed to the introductory text in NAV.6.5.1.  We recommend 

consequential updates are included to refer to the Marsden City Precinct Noise Zone 2a and 3. 

 



  

 

 

Figure 6 Additional updates required to reference Noise Zone 3 in NAV.6.5.1  

8.3 Mechanical ventilation 

NAV.6.5 requires that the ventilation requirements (clause G4) of the Building Code is achieved 

for rooms where windows and doors need to be closed to reduce noise levels. In our experience, 

simple compliance with clause G4 of the Building Code will supply a relatively low volume of fresh 

air, but will not provide any appreciable cooling. This will lead to occupants opening windows and 

doors for thermal comfort, particularly in the warmer months.  This will negate any benefits of the 

acoustic insulation and invalidate the cost and effort to meet the acoustic controls.  We support 

amendments to the NAV Chapter that will ensure acoustically treated spaces are provided with 

adequate mechanical cooling and fresh air supply.   

The RFI requested information on the proposed PPC controls to ensure noise sensitive spaces 

will be designed and constructed to provide occupants with adequate cooling and fresh air supply 

(where windows are required to be closed to keep road and rail noise out).  The MDA Response 

concurs that “where windows must be closed, adequate ventilation and temperature control 

should be provided”. 

We note that Waka Kotahi and KiwiRail’s appeals to the WDC Urban and Services Plan Change 

have sought the inclusion of their reverse sensitivity provisions which require ventilation systems 

that provide for adequate thermal comfort.  At this point in time the appeal is in mediation, and 

the outcome has not been determined. 

Recognising the ongoing appeal which may result in amendments to the NAV provisions, B&A’s 

RFI Response records: 

“Seeking to implement bespoke consequential changes to the NAV chapter as part of the 

private plan change request at this stage is not an efficient or effective approach to 

managing the issue of adequate ventilation and temperature control. It will ultimately 

create confusion and unnecessary complexities with whatever is resolved through the 

mediation or court process for these appeals. Therefore, it is not proposed to make any 

Additional 
updates 

required to 
NAV.6.5.1 



  

 

further consequential amendments, and ultimately reliance will be placed on whatever 

mechanical ventilation provisions eventuate through the appeal process”. 

We understand that the Urban and Services Plan Change appeals process relating to road and 

rail noise and vibration effects is unlikely to be resolved by the time of the hearing on this PPC.  

However, based on our involvement it is likely that this process will deliver a clear and workable 

rule controlling ventilation and cooling for noise sensitive spaces subject to the NAV.6.5 sound 

insulation requirements.  

We also note that Rule NAV.6.5.3 of the Decisions Version of the District Plan provides a brief 

but workable alternative to the outcome of the Urban and Services appeal process.  Whether Rule 

NAV.6.5.3 or the outcome of the Urban and Services appeals are applied to this PPC, or whether 

a bespoke rule should be drafted is a decision we leave to others. 

9.0 Submissions 

We have reviewed the relevant submissions relating to noise and vibration effects and provide 

comment on the matters raised by the submitters below. 

9.1 Whangarei District Council Planning and Development (WDC) 

WDC’s submission relates to the bund construction and the rationale for the updates to the Port 

Nikau provisions in the PPC’s consequential amendments to NAV.6.1.  We have addressed these 

matters in this review.  

9.2 Northport Ltd (NPL) 

NPL’s submission raises concerns relating to reverse sensitivity effects arising from the 

establishment of additional noise sensitive activities in proximity to SH15 and the railway corridor.  

These effects are discussed throughout this advice.    

NPL also raise concerns relating to the proposed roundabout and noise complaints arising from 

trucks accelerating and decelerating (including engine braking).   

Our review has recommended that the road traffic noise effects are considered from a lower 

threshold than what has been adopted in the MDA Report (55dB LAeq24hr) and the Waka Kotahi 

submission (57dB LAeq24hr).  Our assessment results in generally stricter requirements for 

separation and insulation of noise sensitive activities from road traffic noise. 

9.3 The New Zealand Refining Company (Refining NZ) 

Refining NZ’s submission requests that appropriate provisions are adopted in the PPC to protect 

the refinery from potential reverse sensitivity effects.  The submitter requests consideration of 

measures that will protect the refinery, for example: 

i. The most appropriate design and layout of the PPC site;  



  

 

ii. Requiring residential development to include mandatory acoustic mitigation measures 

such as double glazing and installation of air conditioning; and  

iii. Requiring no complaint covenants to be included on the titles. 

We have addressed these matters in this review, including (iii) below.   

9.3.1 Covenants 

We consider that the most effective way of reducing avoiding reverse sensitivity effects is to 

ensure that noise sensitive activities are adequately separated from the transport noise sources 

such that they can live and sleep without unreasonable disturbance or adverse health effects.  

When this requirement is adequately satisfied, the potential for people to be exposed to 

unreasonable noise levels will be adequately avoided.  In turn, this will avoid reverse sensitivity 

effects on the noise generators.  However, this is not always possible, and in some cases 

additional mechanisms can be helpful. 

We consider covenants are generally only effective for setting the expectations of incoming 

residents and potentially “filtering” out those residents who are sensitive to noise.  However, they 

do not address the noise effect that is likely to be the source of a future complaint and do not take 

away the adverse effect that is the source of the issue.   

In this instance, we accept that covenants may be useful to ensure that expectations are properly 

set before residents or occupants buy or move into the noisy areas of the Site. We support the 

use of covenants on all residentially zoned sites exposed to outdoor noise levels greater than 55 

dB LAeq and 45 dB LAeq at night (with the noise barrier in place) for this purpose.   

9.4 Waka Kotahi - New Zealand Transport Agency  

Waka Kotahi’s submission is concerned that the PPC will authorise noise sensitive activities 

adjacent to existing and proposed transport infrastructure and this will give rise to adverse effects 

on public health and reverse sensitivity effects.  We generally agree with the theme of the 

submission but consider that many of the issues can be adequately addressed. 

A key difference between the Waka Kotahi submission and the recommendations in this review 

is the noise level from road traffic that is deemed reasonable, or compatible with residential 

activity. 

The Waka Kotahi submission has adopted a level of 57dB LAeq24hr for the threshold of acceptability 

for compatibility of noise sensitive activities.  This noise level is higher than any threshold based 

on managing adverse health effects.  It is based on the criteria that new roads should be designed 

to according to New Zealand Standard NZS6806:2010 Acoustics – Road traffic noise – New and 

altered roads (NZS6806).  This standard states that if noise levels from a new road exceed 57 dB 

LAeq24hr, noise mitigation should be considered.  This noise level is relatively arbitrary and there is 

no evidential basis for it set out in NZS6806.  The only statement supporting the full set of 

recommended levels in this standard is set out in C6.1.1.  This states: 

“The criteria are reasonable taking into account the adverse health effects associated 

with noise on people and communities, the effects of relative changes in noise levels, 

and the potential benefits of new and altered roads.” 



  

 

We do not consider this to be sufficient evidence or justification for moving away from criteria 

based on the adverse health effects of noise.  Furthermore, SH15 is not a new road and there is 

no benefit to the community arising out of any alteration to it.  There is no reason for adopting 

noise levels higher than those internationally recognised as being appropriate for the 

management of health effects on people. 

We have adopted noise levels of 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night as the threshold.  

Noise levels lower than these are generally compatible with noise sensitive activities.  Noise levels 

greater than these levels can be acceptable for noise sensitive activities subject to careful 

consideration of the effects and appropriate mitigation measures.  These levels are accepted 

internationally as the highest level of outdoor noise that residential use should be exposed to 

before careful assessment of the effects and appropriate mitigation measures are considered. 

The specific relief sought by the submitter is summarized in the table below: 

Point 
Provision 
number 

Relief sought Styles Group comment 

6 MCP-P9 

Discourage noise sensitive 
activities adjacent to the State 
Highway by amending MCP-P9 to 
read: 

Manage adverse reverse 
sensitivity effects of sensitive 
activities in close proximity to 
State Highway 15, the designated 
rail corridor and surrounding 
industrial land use by 
discouraging the establishment of 
noise sensitive activities in these 
locations. 

We have recommended the focus of policy 
MCP-P9 is refocused on ensuring noise 
sensitive activities will be located and designed 
to ensure they will be exposed to a reasonable 
level of noise. 

10 MCP-R3 

The Submitter requests deletion 
of the LDRZ, or if it is to be 
retained, that a continuous 3m 
barrier between SH15A and the 
low density residential zone is 
established, and the maintenance 
of the bund/ fence is the 
responsibility of the land owner(s) 

Our recommendations for the LDRZ of Noise 
Zone 2a are set out in Section 4.0. 

We consider that the construction of the bund 
and measures to ensure its effective 
maintenance is mandatory considering the 
proposed zoning layout. 

12 MCP-R6 

The submitter seeks amendments 
to MCP- R6 so it applies to SH15: 

Activity status:  Non-Complying 

Where: 

Any noise sensitive activity is 
established within 70m of the 
Oakleigh to Marsden Point Rail 
Link Designation boundary (KRH-
2) or 100m of the State Highway 
15 designation (NZTA-5). 

We would support this rule only if the noise 
levels were so great that they would be 
unreasonable at residential receivers.  This has 
not been demonstrated. 



  

 

Point 
Provision 
number 

Relief sought Styles Group comment 

15 

MCP- 
Appendix 
A: Zoning 
Maps and 
Sub-
Precinct 

Submitter seeks the deletion of 
the LDRZ, General Residential 
Zone and Commercial Area 
South, and replacement with an 
industrial zone or other zone less 
sensitive to noise. 

We generally support discouraging noise 
sensitive activities from establishing in proximity 
to noise generators, unless there are 
mechanisms in place to ensure the noise levels 
will be reasonable. 

16 

MCP- 
Appendix 
B- Noise 
Area Plan 

To manage all potential reverse 
sensitivity effects, the Submitter 
seeks that the Noise Zones in 
Appendix B apply to all Noise 
Sensitive Activities (not just 
residential). 

We agree with the relief sought by the 
submitter. 

17 

MCP- 
Appendix C 
Noise bund 
and 
acoustic 
fence 
requiremen
ts 

The submitter is considered that 
the fence proposed in Figure - 
MCP -AppC-2 does not meet 
NZTA P40 specifications for 
durability and seeks that the 
bund/ barrier must be constructed 
outside of the State Highway 
corridor and maintained by the 
land owner. 

We agree that it is mandatory for an 
acoustically effective noise barrier to be 
constructed prior to the establishment of noise 
sensitive activities within Noise Zone 2, as is 
the ongoing maintenance of the noise barrier.  
The specific mechanisms for how that will be 
achieved is left to others. 

19 
Vibration 
controls 

Submitter seeks the following 
vibration controls in the MCP 
Chapter: 

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 
must be designed constructed 
and maintained to achieve road 
vibration levels not exceeding 
0.3mm/s vw95. 

Waka Kotahi appeal to the WDC Urban and 
Services Plan Change has sought the inclusion 
of their reverse sensitivity provisions which 
include vibration controls for noise sensitive 
activities adjacent to state highways.  At this 
point in time the appeal is in mediation and has 
not been determined. 

No vibration controls are proposed in the plan 
change.  The MDA Assessment states: 

“Once the barrier is constructed there will be a 
small strip of land, possibly only 20 to 25 metres 
wide which would fall within the distance of 40m 
from the road carriageway where NZTA request 
that dwellings should be designed to mitigate 
vibration.  Vibration from road traffic movements 
is often difficult to predict and evaluate and is 
controlled largely by road maintenance and 
design. Under Section 16 of the RMA, it is the 
responsibility of the NZTA to maintain their 
assets to a level that will not generate 
excessive vibration levels.” 

We generally agree with MDA’s findings and do 
not support the relief sought by the submitter.  
There is no evidence to suggest that there are 
vibration issues that require mitigation. 

 



  

 

9.5 KiwiRail Holdings 

Point 
Provision 
number 

Relief sought Styles Group comment 

3 

MCP-P9- 
Reverse 
Sensitivity 

 

The submitter seeks amendments 
to the policy framework to give 
effect to key rules (MCP-R6) by 
amending MCP-9 to read: 

Manage adverse reverse 
sensitivity effects of sensitive 
activities in close proximity to 
State Highway 15, the designated 
rail corridor and surrounding 
industrial land use by discouraging 
the establishment of noise 
sensitive activities in these 
locations. 

The PPC rules: 

• Apply a non-complying activity status to 
noise sensitive activities within 70m of 
the rail link designation 

• Apply a discretionary activity status to 
dwellings/ visitor accommodation within 
sub-precinct F (commercial zone), 
unless they ‘adjoin’5 SH15 in which 
case they become non-complying. 

The PPC does not otherwise discourage noise 
sensitive activities in sub-precinct E (adjacent to 
SH15).  These are permitted subject to the 
noise barrier and acoustic insulation.  Our 
recommendations for the LDRZ of noise zone 
2a are set out in Section 4.0. 

We would support this only if the noise levels 
were so great that they would be unreasonable 
at residential receivers.   

We consider it likely that the relief sought will 
result in more ‘protection’ than is necessary. 

- 

MCP-R3 
Noise 
Sensitive 
Activities in 
the Low 
Density 
Residential 
Zone 
within 
Noise 
Zone 2A 

The Submitter seeks the following 
amendments to ensure the 
northern boundary of ‘E’ is 
provided with the same bunding 
requirements (not shown on the 
zoning plan): 

A noise bund and/ or acoustic 
barrier is constructed to its full 
extent adjacent to SH15A and the 
railway corridor in the area 
identified as “noise barrier area” 
on the zoning map in Appendix A 

As per the discussion in Section 6.4 of this 
advice, we support the extension of the noise 
barrier along the northern boundary of sub-
precinct E. 

9 

MCP- 
Appendix 
B- Noise 
Area Plan 

To manage all potential reverse 
sensitivity effects, the Submitter 
seeks that the Noise Zones in 
Appendix B apply to all Noise 
Sensitive Activities (not just 
residential). 

We agree with the relief sought by the submitter 
where noise sensitive activities are exposed to 
noise levels greater than 55dB LAeq during the 
day and 45dB LAeq at night. 

 
5 We have recommended controls 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.  

 



  

 

Point 
Provision 
number 

Relief sought Styles Group comment 

10 Vibration 

The Submitter seeks the inclusion 
of the following vibration control 
(noting the challenges of 
developing peat land). 

Indoor railway vibration 

(x) Any new buildings or 
alterations to existing buildings 
containing an activity sensitive to 
noise, closer than 60 metres from 
the boundary of a railway corridor; 

(a) is designed, constructed and 
maintained to achieve rail 
vibration levels not exceeding 
0.3mm/s vw95. 

And 

A report is submitted to the council 
demonstrating compliance with 
clause (X) above prior to the 
construction or alteration of any 
building containing an activity 
sensitive to noise. 

In the design: 

Railway noise is assumed to be 
70 LAeq(1h) at a distance of 12 
metres from the track and deemed 
to reduce at a rate of 3 dB per 
doubling of distance up to 40 
metres and 6 dB per doubling of 
distance beyond 40 metres. 

New precinct rule MCP-R6 applies a non-
complying activity status to noise sensitive 
activities within 70m of the rail link designation. 
For this reason, no additional rail vibration 
controls are necessary. 

10.0 Conclusion and Recommendations 

We have reviewed the noise exposure from existing and proposed transport noise (and vibration) 

sources across the PPC zoning pattern. The PPC, our recommendations and comments on 

submissions are complex, and are not repeated in detail in this conclusion. 

Our general view is that the Site will be exposed to high levels of noise, principally from road 

traffic on SH15 and freight trains on the rail link.  The noise levels are high enough to be 

unreasonable for noise sensitive activities.  We have adopted noise levels of 55dB LAeq during the 

day and 45dB LAeq at night as a reasonable level for noise sensitive activities with meaningful 

outdoor areas and no acoustic insulation provisions6. 

 
6 Noise levels of 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night are likely to equate to approximately 52-53dB 
LAeq24hr in this case.  Our recommendations in respect of road traffic noise therefore use a level of 52dB LAeq24hr as the 
starting point for determining whether the noise levels are acceptable for noise sensitive activities. 



  

 

The PPC should be designed to ensure that noise sensitive activities are physically separated or 

screened from these noise sources to ensure that the noise levels are reasonable.   

If this cannot be fully achieved, we consider that the noise sensitive activities should be controlled 

by the PPC rules to minimise the size and importance of outdoor areas and to ensure that the 

indoor environments are adequately insulated from the external noise sources. 

We have made a number of recommendations to achieve these objectives.  These include 

requiring a greater degree of physical separation and/or screening for noise sensitive activit ies 

generally to ensure that the external noise levels are reasonable.  Where external noise levels 

are greater than 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at night, we have recommended that 

noise sensitive activities are designed and constructed in a way that minimises the size and 

importance of outdoor areas and to ensure that the indoor noise level is minimised appropriately.  

For road traffic noise this is approximately equivalent to 52 dB LAeq24hr. 

We consider that the PPC could be authorised subject to our recommendations being adopted.  

In view of the complexity of the PPC provisions and zoning layout, we recommend that we review 

the provisions again before they are finalised. 

We have recommended amendments to the PPC including: 

• Various amendments to the objectives and policies.  One of the primary changes is to 

ensure that they are reframed to focus on achieving reasonable noise levels in the first 

instance, in order to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects on noise generators. 

• Updates to the noise barrier requirements to ensure it is constructed in its entirety prior to 

the release of land for residential development in Noise Zone 2a. 

• The registration of a covenant on sites which may contain a noise sensitive activity that 

could be exposed to noise levels exceeding 55dB LAeq during the day and 45dB LAeq at 

night.  

• Minor updates to NAV.6.1. 

10.1 Noise zone 3 summary 

The PPC controls will adequately separate noise sensitive activities from the rail link and will 

control the internal noise levels of noise sensitive spaces.   These measures will adequately 

address noise and vibration effects on noise sensitive activities within Noise Zone 3. 

10.2 Noise Zone 2a Summary 

Based on the noise level exposure across Sub-Precinct E and F (northern and southern) of Noise 

Zone 2a, we recommend amendments to the PPC to achieve the following: 

Sub-precinct F (commercial) 

a) That any noise sensitive activity with an outdoor component larger than a small balcony 

is precluded; and 



  

 

b) That such controls apply to any part of sub-precinct F exposed to noise levels greater than 

52 dB LAeq24hr, regardless of whether the sites “adjoins” SH15.  

c) That greater control or direction on the appropriateness of other noise sensitive activities 

is provided (not just dwellings/ visitor accommodation), in accordance with the objectives 

to minimise exposure to unreasonable levels of noise outdoors. 

Sub-precinct E (low density residential) 

f) Noise Zone 2a should not be described as a buffer between noise from SH15 and other 

zones containing noise sensitive activities if noise sensitive activities are anticipated in the 

buffer. 

g) The location of the 52dB LAeq24hr contour should be identified to determine whether there 

is sufficient room left to the west of this contour for noise sensitive activities.  The land 

between the 52dB LAeq24hr contour and the bund/ barrier would be exposed to noise levels 

greater than what would be desirable.  

h) The noise barrier / bund is critical if noise sensitive activities are to be anticipated in the 

zone. 

i) The noise levels on approximately the eastern third of the sites could be greater than 55dB 

LAeq during the day and therefore subject to generally unacceptably low levels of acoustic 

amenity. 

j) That noise sensitive activities exposed to noise levels exceeding 55dB LAeq during the day 

and 45dB LAeq at night are acoustically insulated to provide reasonable internal noise 

levels to avoid adverse health effects. 

k) We recommend that noise sensitive activities located in sub-precinct D, immediately south 

of sub-precinct G are subject to acoustic insulation requirements based on there being no 

attenuation of rail noise afforded by buildings in sub-precinct G.  An alternative solution 

would be to extend the noise barrier along the northern boundary of the PPC Site to screen 

Noise Zone 2a and 2 from rail noise. 

We have reviewed the controls relating to the provision of mechanical cooling and ventilation for 

noise sensitive activities.  We consider that controls are necessary to ensure that the occupants 

of buildings containing noise sensitive activities are not forced to open windows to remain cool 

and comfortable.  In order of preference for the best outcome, the options to achieve this are: 

1) Wait for the appeals on the Urban and Services Plan Changes to be resolved.  The rules 

that will emerge from this process are likely to be clear, certain and effective. 

2) Draft a rule that is specific to this PPC that may be slightly different to the rule emerging 

from the Urban and Services Plan Change appeal process. 

 

 

 



  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jon Styles, MASNZ      

Director and Principal 


