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1.  Introduction  

1.1 This supplementary statement provides further information and context in response to 

the issues raised by Council’s consultant, Mr Jon Styles in the memo presented by him 

to the commissioners at the close of the PC150 hearing on 28 October 2021. I 

understand that if there are questions of further detail, the Commissioners will request 

this information. 

2.  Summary of Evidence 

2.1 The following summarises my conclusions: 

(a) It is not necessary to reduce noise levels down to the 2018 World Health 

Organisation Environmental Noise Guideline.  The noise levels in those 

Guidelines provide for an idealised level of noise, primarily on the basis of 

where human annoyance begins to increase from a base level. In my view the 

PC150 provisions already proposed (and sought by Waka Kotahi and KiwiRail) 

are appropriate with regard to substantive health effects of noise. 

(b) New Zealand Standard NZS 6806:2010 “Acoustics - Road-traffic noise - New 

and altered roads” has relevance to this application as it is referenced in the 

operative and appeals versions of the District Plan.  The approach Mr Styles 

has taken of applying a ‘weighting’ to account for the benefits of new and 

altered roads is arbitrary and does not have a basis in the literature.  In my 

view, as the District Plan considers traffic noise levels of up to 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) 
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is suitable for new roads constructed near existing dwellings (which may have 

previously received low levels of traffic noise), the same noise levels can be 

used as a guide to what is acceptable for new areas of residential land beside 

a significant existing road.  This is because future purchasers of that rezoned 

residential land will be able to easily appraise the level of traffic noise they will 

receive if they build there, and will be able to determine if the environment will 

provide the level of amenity that they consider appropriate for their own 

circumstances.  I do not consider that those purchasers would benefit from 

increased restrictions on their land, or increased costs imposed by 

unnecessary façade sound insulation requirements. 

(c) The internal and external levels discussed by Mr Styles ignore the fact that 

dwellings will generally be constructed with sensitive spaces and outdoor areas 

facing northwards, away from the State Highway (which will also benefit from 

the considerable noise reductions afforded by the façade and other buildings 

nearby). Noise levels within dwellings will be within or below the range 

recommended in New Zealand Standard NZS 2107:2016 Acoustics—

Recommended design sound levels and reverberation times for building 

interiors. 

(d) There has been no evidence presented to support extending Noise Zone 2a to 

Casey Road, south of the proposed Marsden Rail Link and my analysis shows 

that this is unnecessary. The provisions of PC150 align with the previous 

Environment Court consent orders for the Marsden Rail Link (and in fact go 

further than that decision required). In my view, there is no need to 

conservatively widen the Noise Zone 2a by even an additional row of dwellings 

and there is no evidence to support widening it to 270 metres. 

(e) Having reviewed Mr Styles’ memo in detail I do not consider further changes 

are required to the proposed PC150 provisions. The PC150 provisions align 

with what is typically sought as the maximum by KiwiRail and Waka Kotahi 

around the country and will provide for an acceptable level of amenity for those 

who choose to live in the proposed Marsden City residential areas.  
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3.  Further Information on the WHO guidelines 

3.1 Mr Styles discusses the WHO guidelines in relation to the health effects of road traffic 

noise.  In paragraph 3.13, he references these in justification of the 52 dB LAeq(24hr) 

traffic noise level that he discusses throughout his memo. His memo refers specifically 

to the 53 dB Lden guideline contained in the 2018 World Health Organisation 

Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region as one of the primary metrics 

that inform his views. 

3.2 Mr Styles’ memo also refers in passing to several health matters which, on the face of 

it, might seem alarming.  For instance, his memo states that “one million health life 

years are lost”1 in western Europe from ischaemic heart disease, cognitive impairment 

of children, sleep disturbance, tinnitus and annoyance. 

3.3 It is important to understand that the 2018 World Health Organisation Environmental 

Noise Guidelines for the European Region guideline recommendation of 53 dB Lden is 

not a “hard limit”, where levels above the guideline will result in such drastic health 

outcomes.  My understanding is that document recommends 53 dB Lden primarily on 

the basis of human annoyance potentially reaching a 10% threshold at that noise level.  

Other more significant health effects (such as ischemic heart disease) do not reach 

the WHO relative risk threshold until a much higher noise level: 59 dB Lden.  The quality 

of evidence for other health risks, such as hypertension and effects on “reading and 

oral comprehension” was of low or very low quality.  A summary extract from the WHO 

guidelines is summarised in Attachment A of this evidence. 

 
1 Styles memo, paragraph 2.3 
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3.4 Human annoyance is still an important environmental consideration.  However, it must 

be kept in mind that a portion of the population remains highly annoyed at sources of 

road traffic noise at almost any noise level.  For instance, the following table (from the 

2018 World Health Organisation Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European 

Region shows that broadly the same percentage of people (8 to 11%) remain highly 

annoyed at all noise levels ‘bands’ below 55 dB Lden.  The table suggests that 9% of 

people continue to be highly annoyed at traffic noise levels of 40 dB Lden, which is a 

very low level of noise2. 

3.5 It is my understanding that the 2018 World Health Organisation Environmental Noise 

Guidelines for the European Region3  guideline of 53 dB Lden is broadly based around 

a threshold at where human annoyance starts to increase above the baseline level of 

annoyance (as I call it).   A great many people in New Zealand receive traffic noise 

 
2 Note that the WHO guidelines are the subject of criticism.  The paper prepared by Gjestland Truls ‘A Systematic Review of the 

Basis for WHO’s New Recommendation for Limiting Aircraft Noise Annoyance’ Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2018 

doi:10.3390 states: “This recommendation [45 dB Lden for aircraft noise] is based on the idealistic assumption that nobody should 

ever be exposed to noise levels which endanger complete individual well-being or quality of life, and, as such, it is useless for 

general regulatory purposes. Nevertheless, the recommendation will be observed with great interest by individuals and groups 

advocating reduced noise exposure from aviation. It is therefore unfortunate that the recommendation is based on a specific set 

of data whose choice has a great impact on the proposed recommendations.” 

3 The 2018 World Health Organisation Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region is a relatively complex document 

which requires in my view requires some expertise in both human health and acoustics to fully understand 
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levels of above 53 dB Lden
4
, as noise levels above this can be easily generated near 

even modestly trafficked urban and peri-urban residential streets. Whilst some of these 

people may prefer to receive lower levels of road traffic noise, I do not consider that 

this constitutes a significant health risk that is sufficient to avoid this land being 

developed for housing5.  If this was the case, the amount of land available for housing 

in New Zealand would be very significantly constrained.  

3.6 In my view the WHO Guidelines set aspirational or idealised levels on the basis of 

reducing annoyance to “baseline” levels.  This is simply unachievable within 

considerable distances of most existing highways and local roads (bar the very quietest 

suburban streets) throughout New Zealand.   

3.7 The above WHO health issues / risks were considered and addressed recently by the 

independent hearings panel for the Wellington International Airport designation (24 

Aug 2021)6.  The notice of requirement(s) sought to designate land within the air noise 

boundary that was subject to high levels of aircraft noise.  The commissioners received 

submissions on the health effects of noise (including the WHO guidelines), and this 

was reviewed by the evidence of at least two noise experts.  The decision notes the 

following:   

Accordingly, while we are grateful for Dr Palmer’s efforts in assisting our 

understanding of the links between airport noise and health effects, we adopt 

Ms Smith’s view that any departure from the guidance in NZS 6805 to address 

new evidence, technology or practice is best addressed by the NZ Standards 

committee in the first instance, equipped with all relevant information.  

In the absence of such intervention, we are required to apply the guidance in 

the existing standard. In doing so, we acknowledge that there will be a 

proportion of the local population that is annoyed by the existing noise at the 

 
4 I provided examples of noise levels near local roads in Section 7.5 to 7.7 of my evidence in chief.  To expand upon this in terms 

of Lden, busy local roads around Whangarei include Onerahi Road, Riverside Drive, Whangarei Heads Road.  Such roads would 

likely have noise levels over above 53 dB Lden at 100m from the carriageway (and potentially beyond) for dwellings with direct 

line-of-sight to the road.  I understand that there was no recommendation to restrict residential development near to these roads 

in the Urban and Services Plan Change. 

5  Chapter 3 of the WHO guidelines states “It should be recognized that in that process additional considerations of costs, 

feasibility, values and preferences should also feature in decision-making when choosing reference values such as noise limits 

for a possible standard or legislation.” 

6The recommendation report of the independent hearing panel for WIAL is available at this link 

https://wellington.govt.nz/-/media/property-rates-and-building/resource-consents/files/wellington-airport/decision-document/recommendation-of-the-independent-commissioners--wial-designation.pdf?la=en&hash=BDC7758C713A20C81CD3DD7465F5758A6260C812
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airport and by the increase in noise anticipated by these proposals; however, 

based on the evidence before us, we do not consider that resulting health 

impacts would be significant. 

4.  NZS6806:2010“Acoustics - Road-traffic noise - New and altered roads” 

4.1 Mr Styles discusses New Zealand Standard NZS 6806:2010 “Acoustics - Road-traffic 

noise - New and altered roads” in paragraphs 3.7 to 3.10 of his memo. 

4.2 It is important to note that this standard is included in both the operative and appeals 

versions of the Whangarei District Plan (NAV6.12 Road Traffic). The standard 

therefore has status within the District Plan. 

4.3 PC150 is a plan change and is not a Notice of Requirement for designation of a new 

or altered road7.  However, under the Whangarei District Plan, the Standard would be 

used as a statutory document in the assessment of any new (or altered) road.  For 

example, if a new expressway or local road was proposed though Mangapai, 

Maungatapere, or Maunu settlements, a noise level of 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) would be used 

to inform where mitigation would need to be provided to protect residential or rural 

dwellings near the proposed new road.   

4.4 I do not see a significant distinction between a situation where road traffic is being 

imposed on an area that did not previously have high levels of traffic noise and the 

situation currently proposed for Marsden City.  In my view, if the District Plan already 

considers that imposing traffic noise levels of up to 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) is suitable for new 

roads constructed near existing dwellings (which may have previously received low 

levels of traffic noise), the same noise levels can be used as a guide to what is 

acceptable for new areas of residential land beside a significant existing road.  This is 

because future purchasers of that rezoned residential land will be able to easily 

appraise the level of traffic noise they will receive if they build there, and will be able to 

determine if the environment will provide the level of amenity that they consider 

appropriate for their own circumstances.  I do not consider that those purchasers would 

 
7 It is stated in the foreword of NZS6806:2010 that: “This standard covers the management of noise for new and altered roads.  

It is intended to be: a) A relevant matter to take into account when exercising functions and powers under the Resource 

Management Act, including when making decisions or recommendations in relations to resource consents, outline plans, and 

designations;…” 
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benefit from increased restrictions on their land, or increased costs imposed by 

unnecessary façade sound insulation requirements. 

4.5 I do not consider that Mr Styles’ approach to the Standard of applying a ‘weighting’ of 

5 dB to the NZS6806 criteria to “account for the benefits of new and altered roads” has 

any merit8.  This appears to be an arbitrary value which does not have any basis in the 

literature.  There is certainly no reference to it in NZS6806:2010, and I am not aware 

that any such approach has been recommended in or accepted by any hearings panel, 

Environment Court or Board of Inquiry decisions. 

4.6 NZS6806 was developed by a broad group of parties and experts including the Ministry 

of Health, Local Government New Zealand, the New Zealand Acoustical Society, and 

industry bodies including New Zealand Transport Agency.  The development of the 

Standard included review of international research on traffic noise effects and 

determined a level of noise that was considered suitable for New Zealand conditions.  

The document is referenced by the National Planning Standards, and its methodology 

and criteria have been confirmed by a large number of decisions from Councils, Boards 

of Inquiry and the Environment Court9.  I consider the findings of that standard should 

continue to guide development in New Zealand, as should any future revisions of that 

standard. 

5. Traffic Noise 

5.1 Mr Styles broadly frames the traffic noise issue as a decision that needs to be made 

between accepting a noise level of 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) (as I have referred to throughout 

my assessment) and 52 dB LAeq (24hr) (the level where Mr Styles considers the 

assessment of effects of road traffic noise should begin). 

5.2 In fact, as I showed in my presentation, the level of noise at the closest part of the 

General Residential area would be lower than 57 dB LAeq (24 hr)
 due to the 100m 

 
8 Refer to paragraphs 3.12 to 3.14 of Mr Styles’ memo. 

9 Examples where I understand NZS6806 has been accepted with no changes: SH1 Southern Corridor Improvements, SH1 Puhoi 

to Warkworth, SH1 Warkworth to Wellsford (applicant recommended slightly more stringent criteria), SH1 MacKays to Peka Peka, 

East West Link.  The projects SH16 Waterview Connection and SH1 Transmission Gully included some additional requirements 

for the sound insulation of dwellings – for these two projects NZS6806 was essentially applied with minor project specific 

amendments. Note that I have relied on the advice of my colleague Siiri Wilkening in preparing this list summary. 
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distance between edge of the highway designation and the General Residential area10. 

The following image shows that noise levels at the closest extent of the proposed 

General Residential zone will be in the order of 55 dB LAeq(24 hr) even if there is no 

development of the intervening commercial land to act as a noise barrier adjacent to 

the State Highway and even if traffic volumes double to around 6750 vehicles per day 

and increase to 22% heavy vehicles (a conservative assumption).    

Traffic Noise Levels at Noise Zone 2a / General Residential Zone 

5.3 Note that with SH15 traffic volumes over the last five years (3855 to 4500 vehicles per 

day, 19% heavy vehicles11), noise levels would be in the order of 53 dB LAeq (24 hr) in the 

proposed General Residential zone (a level very similar to the level where Mr Styles 

considers the assessment of effects of road traffic noise should begin). 

5.4 The difference between a noise level of 52 dB LAeq(24 hr) and 55 dB LAeq(24 hr) is slight.  

A difference in traffic noise levels of 3 dBA is typically regarded as “just perceptible” 

where noise levels change suddenly. The perception of a steady increase over a longer 

time period is even less.  

 
10 The edge of the road carriageway is around 110m from the proposed General Residential zone.  The 100m distance is between 

the Marsden City boundary and the proposed General Residential zone 

11 https://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/state-highway-traffic-volumes/ 
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5.5 In section 3.24 of his memo, Mr Styles discusses internal and external noise levels in 

dwellings on the basis that noise levels will be up to 57 dB LAeq (24 hr).  I note the 

following in response: 

(a) Mr Styles describes internal noise levels in “uninsulated dwellings”.  I assume 

his intention was to represent those dwellings outside of Noise Zone 2a, i.e. 

where specific façade sound insulation requirements would not be required by 

the District Plan.  Modern dwellings are not “uninsulated”, they are required to 

be built to Building Code regulations. Standard modern building practices 

provide fairly high levels of sound insulation to bedrooms and living areas 

without the need for additional layers of plasterboard or thick glazing. Modern 

dwellings provide a much superior level of sound insulation than older 

buildings, which typically have leakage paths through joinery.  

(b) Mr Styles discusses noise levels inside dwellings in Noise Zone 2 on the basis 

of a 5 to 15 decibel noise reduction through open windows (partially or fully 

open) and noise levels in outdoor areas as if these would be directly facing the 

State highway. This neglects to consider the reality of how dwellings will be 

constructed in the General Residential zone: they will “face north” (away from 

SH15) and will have their ancillary spaces (such as entry, garage, laundry) 

facing SH15.  Bedrooms and living areas will likely be located on the northern 

side of the dwelling, and I understand this is typically the case at the existing 

retirement village.  Windows for ventilation to bedrooms and living areas will 

likely be on the opposite side of the dwelling from SH15 resulting in a 

considerable reduction in traffic noise.  Outdoor living spaces will also be 

located on the northern side of the dwelling and will be acoustically screened 

from the road by the noise barrier effect of the dwelling itself and other dwellings 

around it (and potentially in addition to buildings on the Commercial zone 

abutting SH15).  

(c) The net effect of the above will be to appreciably reduce noise levels at 

sensitive rooms.  I expect noise levels within dwellings with partially open 

windows on the northern façade will be in the order of 30 dB LAeq throughout 

the night.  Even if living room ranch sliders or bi-fold doors are wide open on 

warm days on the northern façade of dwellings, I expect internal noise levels 
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to 30 to 40 dB LAeq inside living rooms.  Traffic noise levels would of course be 

even lower when buildings are constructed in the Commercial zone12. 

(d) The above noise levels are well within the guidelines recommended in New 

Zealand Standard NZS 2107:2016 Acoustics—Recommended design sound 

levels and reverberation times for building interiors13. This is not surprising, 

given that the dwellings will be well removed from the State highway.  I note 

that the levels stated in Mr Styles’ memo for bedrooms (25 to 39 dB LAeq which 

I consider conservative) would also fall within the range of noise levels 

recommended in that standard14.  

5.6 In Section 3.26 of his memo Mr Styles notes that whether the available options to 

reduce noise are practicable involves a range of considerations beyond his area of 

expertise.  He suggests the following options be considered: 

(a) Increasing the distance between the road and the General Residential zone by 

various means. 

(b) Using bunds or barriers to reduce noise levels  

(c) Relying on the screening afforded by buildings in the Commercial Zone to 

reduce noise  

5.7 I do not consider that any of the above is required.  A large “setback” distance (100m+) 

would be provided between the road and dwellings, which will be effective whether the 

commercial zone is developed or not.  Bunds and barriers are no longer necessary, 

nor is it necessary to increase the setback distance further. I do not consider there is 

a strong acoustical basis for the consideration of these further mitigation options.  

  

 
12 In Section 4.4 of his memo Mr Styles states such an effect could be 3 to 8 dB of attenuation for a comprehensive build out 

13 That standard suggests that noise levels of 35 to 45 dB LAeq are acceptable for living areas, and noise levels of 35 to 40 dB 

LAeq are acceptable for bedrooms of houses near “major roads”. 

14 Mr Styles based these on an incident noise level of 57 dB LAeq (24 hr) 
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6. Rail Noise 

6.1 Mr Styles refers to the Marsden Rail Link project. I confirm that I took the findings of 

our study for that project into account when recommending the PC150 controls at the 

northern end of sub-precinct D. 

6.2 In my view the Marsden Rail Link designation conditions are directly relevant. A 

detailed, conservative study was carried out for that project which involved a proposed 

new rail line in proximity to existing dwellings.  The application was heard by 

commissioners and their findings were informed by the advice of experts from Marshall 

Day Acoustics and Mr Styles. In my view there is no need to require the provisions of 

PC150 to be considerably more conservative than the Marsden Rail Link required. 

6.3 The Marsden Rail Link designation conditions are provided in Appendix B. The 

designation conditions require that KiwiRail offer “acoustic mitigation15” to existing 

dwellings where noise levels will be above 60 dB Ldn and 80 dB LAFmax. 

6.4 In Mr Styles’ PC150 memo (paragraph 4.9) and verbal summary, he suggests “Some 

sleep disturbance effects are likely to arise for the occupants of the closest dwellings 

that are not acoustically insulated (i.e. in Noise Zone 2). I consider that it would be 

beneficial to mitigate this by requiring acoustic insulation of the strip of General 

Residential zone north of Casey Road.  This could be achieved by shifting Noise Zone 

2A southwards”. 

6.5 In the above paragraph, Mr Styles discusses “sleep disturbance”. Sleep disturbance 

effects are typically addressed through the provision of LAFmax noise limits.  In District 

Plans, night-time noise limits are often set at 70 to 75 dB LAFmax to provide for 

reasonable protection of sleep disturbance.  The Marsden Rail Link consent order sets 

the limit at 80 dB LAFmax.   

6.6 Widening the Noise Zone 2a zone to encompass all the land down to Casey Road 

would increase the width of Noise Zone 2a to around 270 metres adjacent to the rail 

line.  There is no evidence presented to support such a requirement is necessary and 

to my knowledge no such extensive zone has been sought or provided adjacent to any 

rail line in New Zealand.  Even under the most conservative of assumptions about 

 
15 “Acoustic mitigation” in this context is understood to be the retrofitting of façade sound insulation treatments 

together with an adequate ventilation system 
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sound propagation16, night-time noise levels at Casey Road dwellings could only be 

around 64 dB LAFmax
17.  This is much lower than sleep disturbance “LAFmax” noise limits 

that are set for residential zones throughout New Zealand and at least 16 decibels 

lower than noise limits set for the Marsden Rail Link project. 

Distance to Casey Road from Northern Boundary of Marsden City 

 

6.7 It is often difficult to measure noise from rail movements at distances of 270 metres, 

because there are few locations where there is direct line-of-sight to the rail line and 

where background/ambient noise from other sources does not affect the measurement 

results (due to the low overall noise level from the rail movements).  However, I have 

reviewed our database to find measurements of freight trains made at such distances 

– one such measurement showed actual LAFmax noise levels at 260m from a coal train 

(two locomotives and 20 wagons) was only 58 dB LAFmax.  This level is 22 decibels 

below the limit set for the Marsden Rail Link. 

6.8 The above shows that even if a busy Marsden Rail line is constructed and operated, 

noise levels at Casey Road will be significantly lower than those set out in the Marsden 

 
16 The conservative assumptions would be: a) that the rail line is constructed and operates loud trains at night, b) 

the large existing peat stockpile is removed to provide direct line-of-sight between dwellings south of Casey Road 

and the new rail line, c) no commercial or residential development is constructed between Casey Road and the rail 

line [and thus there is no “acoustic barrier attenuation”], and d) conditions favourable to sound propagation, e.g. 

downwind conditions or temperature inversions are assumed) 

17 Calculations based on recent and historical logging of noise adjacent to busy rail corridors in Auckland and 

Waikato including data used for the Marsden Rail Link. 
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Rail Link consent order and much lower than what could be emitted from an adjacent 

site in the zone.  The measured and calculated levels above are also provided based 

on no buildings (commercial or residential) being constructed within 270 metres of 

the Marsden Rail link, that the large existing stockpile of peat is removed and that full 

line-of-sight with the rail line is established. Clearly, these are very conservative 

assumptions. 

6.9 I therefore do not consider that the provision of a 270 metre wide Noise Zone 2a is 

required.  A mandate for residents in Marsden City north of Casey Road to sound 

insulate their dwellings and provide mechanical ventilation / air-conditioning in such a 

large area is unnecessary. 

6.10 In my opinion, the information provided by Mr Styles supports the Noise Zone 2a 

provisions that I have already recommended.  In Appendix A of his memo, Mr Styles 

provides an image which shows the likely Ldn noise levels that he considers will occur 

across the site (Appendix A of his memo is reproduced below).   

 

6.11 There was broad agreement between Mr Styles and the Marshall Day expert in the 

Marsden Rail link project that 60 to 65 dB Ldn was an acceptable level of rail noise for 
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a new rail line beside an existing dwelling.  In his Marsden Rail Link review18 Mr Styles 

stated: 

“..It is my opinion that this 'trigger' level is appropriate at Ldn 60 dBA, with a secondary 

limit of Ldn 65 dBA. For any dwelling exposed to levels higher than 65dBA, strong 

consideration should be given to purchasing, removing or relocating the dwellings.  

This opinion is generally consistent with the provisions of NZS6805:1992- Airport 

Noise: Management and Land Use Planning as well as NZS6809:1999 Acoustics — 

Port Noise: Management and Land Use Planning when taking into account the 

difference in the noise sources and the relative annoyance.  

I note that the Ldn and LAFmax, limits / trigger levels are intended to be complementary, 

in that they are required in combination to adequately control or describe the effects.  

Ldn 60 dBA is also reasonably consistent with the values applied on new rail line 

projects in much of Australia where values of 55 dBA Leq(24hr) or 55 dBA Leq(night) and 

60 dBA LAeq(day) are applied. Assuming an even distribution of train movements for the 

design, Ldn 60 dBA equates to approximately 53-54 dBA Leq(24 hr), and therefore the 

same Leq levels for each hour of the night, thus reasonably consistent with the 

overseas examples.” 

6.12 As shown in Appendix B, the Environment Court Consent order confirmed the 

approach of the experts that 60 dB Ldn was appropriate in environments where 

background noise levels were below 50 dB LAeq(24 hr)
19. 

6.13 The following figure shows where Mr Styles’ “likely” 60 dB Ldn contour would be over 

the proposed Marsden City noise zones.  Based on the data provided by Mr Styles, I 

calculate this would be around 90m from the northern boundary of Marsden City. 

 
18 JPS Styles Ltd Acoustics and Vibration report to Whangarei District Council on Oakleigh to Marsden Rail Link – Acoustic 

Considerations dated 20th July 2009. Reference from Page 7 of that report. 

19 The majority of the Marsden City land will have ambient noise levels below 50 dB LAeq (24 hr).  Some land at the eastern side of 

Marsden City (near SH15) may have ambient noise levels above 50 dB LAeq (24hr), but this land will be further removed from the 

proposed rail line. 
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Approximate 60 dB Ldn noise levels based on Styles’ “likely” noise levels 

 

6.14 The above figure shows that Noise Zone 2a sits over the part of the residential area 

that would “likely” be exposed to noise levels that are lower than 60 dB Ldn.  This 

means that, according to the data provided by Mr Styles, the PC150 recommendations 

may go beyond the Marsden Rail link decision requirements.  This means that the 

Marsden City provisions would require dwellings to be sound insulated in a residential 

area that is likely to be exposed to noise levels that are lower than previously agreed 

as “reasonable” for the Marsden Rail Link project.  

6.15 I remain of the view that Noise Zone 2a has been placed appropriately and 

conservatively for reasons I summarise below: 

(a) Noise Zone 2a requires the first row of dwellings at the northern extent of the 

proposed General Residential area to be sound insulated and include 

ventilation/air-conditioning, even though noise levels will potentially be lower 

than 60 dB Ldn.   

(b) The zone extent conservatively ignores the likely noise reduction that will be 

provided by the commercial buildings between the dwellings and the rail line 

(section 4.4 of Mr Styles’ memo states that this could be between 3 to 8 dB 

reduction).   

(c) The zone has been developed based on the assumption that the large existing 

peat stockpile has been entirely removed. 

(d) There will be additional “barrier” attenuation that would be provided by the 

northern row of dwellings to those further from the rail line. 
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(e) The Marsden Rail Link study was based on a large number of train movements 

(24 per day as set out in paragraph 4.2 of Mr Styles Memo).  I understood from 

the presentation of Greg Blomfield to the hearing on the 28th October that only 

one train (two movements) may be expected to the Port (recognising that this 

matter is obviously uncertain and subject to future demand).   

6.16 Therefore, I do not consider it appropriate or necessary to widen Noise Zone 2a to 

Casey Road.  

6.17 I consider that as Commissioners you can have confidence in the provisions already 

proposed.  I recommend against adding additional layers of conservatism to an already 

conservative assessment.  In my view, there is no need to conservatively widen the 

Noise Zone 2a by even an additional row of dwellings and there is no evidence to 

support widening it to 270 metres. 

7.  Overall Conclusion 

7.1 Having reviewed Mr Styles’ memo in detail I do not consider further changes are 

required to the proposed PC150 provisions as put forward in my original assessment 

and evidence and as captured by the evidence of Mr Badham.  The PC150 provisions 

align with what is typically sought as the maximum by KiwiRail and Waka Kotahi 

around the country and will provide for an acceptable level of amenity for those who 

choose to live in the proposed Marsden City residential areas.  

Peter Ibbotson 

Date: 3 November 2021 
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Appendix A: Summary table from WHO Guidelines  
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Appendix B: Marsden Rail Link Conditions (as held on File by Marshall Day, dated 

12/7/12)   
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Appendix B: Distances from Various Parts of the Transport Network 




