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Introduction 

1. My name is Pam Butler and I am a Senior RMA Advisor for KiwiRail Holdings Limited 

("KiwiRail").  I have over 40 years RMA and planning experience.  I have been employed 

delivering railway projects both in NZ and the UK for the last 15 years.   

2. I'm presenting on behalf of KiwiRail in respect of PC150 because of proximity of its proposed 

residential development to the Marsden Point rail corridor designation to the north (the "MPL").  

I have been directly involved in the planning and designation for MPL over the past several 

years.  I have read the Acoustic rebuttal evidence from Peter Ibbotson and the Planning 

supplementary / rebuttal evidence by Mr Badham.  

Protecting the Marsden Point Line 

3. The MPL is KiwiRail's most significant new rail corridor planned for its national network, and 

once constructed is expected to become a nationally significant freight network servicing the 

capacity of Northport at Marsden Point and the Auckland market.  Within 5 years of the MPL 

opening, KiwiRail projects it will operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

4. KiwiRail has been allocated funding and commenced the delivery case, detailed design and 

land purchase processes required to construct the line.  KiwiRail intends for works to begin 

within 4-6 years, or sooner when any Port of Auckland operations move to Northport. 

5. MPL will provide significant national and regional benefits to the efficient operation of Northport 

and by providing low-carbon freight connections to the Auckland market.  These benefits must 

be protected from limits on its operating hours or capacity caused by reverse sensitivity of new 

residential developments.  While KiwiRail is providing insulation for existing dwellings adjacent 

to the line,1 it cannot internalise all effects or be expected to provide insulation to every new 

residential development neighbouring it.  Instead, it is appropriate for the District Plan to 

protect this nationally significant infrastructure from these reverse sensitivity effects.  

Submissions on PC150 

6. After early discussions with KiwiRail, the Applicant recognised the need to manage the effects 

of the MPL on the proposed residential development, and vice versa, through amendments to: 

(a) apply commercial zoning along the boundary with the rail corridor (including the north 

eastern area of the site which I previously sought an acoustic bund for in my lodged 

evidence); 

 

1  As at notification of the designation in March 2009. 
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(b) apply a non-complying activity status to noise-sensitive activities within 70m of the 

rail corridor; and 

(c) require acoustic insulation of noise sensitive activities across land within 100m of the 

rail corridor through "Noise Zone 2A". 

7. KiwiRail strongly supports these elements of the Application.  These are critical to ensuring 

the interface between residential use and what will shortly be a significant freight line is 

appropriately managed.  I do not consider it appropriate for these or any other provisions 

managing noise to be left to the Urban and Services plan changes as appears to be suggested 

in the Applicant's legal submissions at 5(c).  Both noise experts support the need for rail noise 

to be managed in the Precinct.  To remove these provisions would be to leave a significant 

gap in the planning framework for the Precinct. 

8. I acknowledge the comments in rebuttal evidence that KiwiRail has not presented separate 

expert acoustic evidence in respect of PC150.  However, KiwiRail has significant experience 

managing the rail network and ensuring appropriate planning provisions for development of 

neighbouring land around New Zealand – this needs to be taken into account by the 

Commissioners.  I personally have 15 years’ experience in these matters and consider I am 

appropriately qualified to put forward the amendments that I consider are required to suitably 

protect the nationally significant MPL from the potential effects of development on the PC150 

land, without inappropriately constraining that development from proceeding as the Applicant 

intends.   

9. With this experience in mind, and in reference to some of Mr Styles conclusions, KiwiRail 

continues to support the Precinct's noise provisions being strengthened.  Specifically: 

(a) In my lodged evidence (section 4.5-4.7) I did not consider the amendment to MCP-

P9 proposed by Mr Styles achieved the requirement to provide sufficient certainty 

about the restrictions applying to the 70m setback for noise sensitive. However, in 

Mr Badham’s rebuttal evidence, changes to the policy framework at MCP06 and 

MCP P9 have strengthened it, with the use of the term ‘avoid’ and through greater 

clarity being provided in MCP-P9 and I now consider that this better supports the 

administration of the (non-complying) rule and consequently support those changes.  

(b) I support Mr Styles' analysis at section 5 of his initial memo that the northern part of 

Sub-precinct D may suffer sleep disturbance from night-time freight train movements 

and requires acoustic insulation.  KiwiRail projects the MPL will have 24-hr 

operations within 5 years of opening.  I agree that Noise Zone 2A should be extended 

to capture all residences identified by Mr Styles which may be affected by train 

movements.  
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(c) I also support improved ventilation requirements.  As Mr Styles references, 

compliance with the Building Code does not ventilate for amenity and failing to do so 

undermines acoustic insulation as occupants end up opening windows and doors in 

warmer months. The Applicant has not addressed this recommendation or 

incorporated ventilation requirements into the acoustic insulation requirements for its 

Noise Zones, in reliance on these matters being addressed in the district wide 

appeals on transport noise.  For the reasons outlined in KiwiRail's legal submissions, 

I do not consider it is appropriate for these provisions to be left to the district-wide 

changes.  For the Commissioners' reference I provide at Appendix A the standard 

ventilation requirements applied by KiwiRail in plan changes around New Zealand.  

KiwiRail considers similar ventilation requirements should accompany the insulation 

requirements for the Noise Zones within the Precinct. 

Vibration 

10. I acknowledge the comments in the Applicant's rebuttal evidence that KiwiRail has not 

presented further evidence in respect of vibration, and that neither the Applicant nor Council 

supports bespoke vibration provisions.  While KiwiRail has significant experience with vibration 

effects extending from its rail corridor and considers these remain critical to managing any 

sensitive activities established in the Precinct, I acknowledge that this issue can be addressed 

through the Urban and Services plan changes.  The management of vibration effects is 

complex and our knowledge on appropriate vibration management measures is continuing to 

evolve, meaning I consider it more appropriate for this issue to be addressed by the 

Environment Court on a district-wide basis (this is in contrast to reverse sensitivity effects 

relating to rail noise, which are very well understood across New Zealand and can and should 

be dealt with now under PC150).   

Setbacks 

11. I also support the 2.5m "Railway line protection area" proposed in the section 42A report.  This 

aligns with the district-wide mapping which applies to existing Business Zones as the result of 

KiwiRail's appeals on the Urban and Services plan changes in respect of setbacks.  This 

provides separation between structures and the rail corridor necessary for safe access to and 

maintenance of buildings (including space for ladders and scaffolding) without encroaching on 

the rail corridor itself.  This is particularly necessary for high-traffic corridors like that expected 

for the MPL, so that property owners can maintain their buildings without disrupting frequent 

rail movements.   It does not appear this protection area has been incorporated into the 

updated Precinct provisions by the Applicant.  

Pam Butler 
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APPENDIX A – STANDARD VENTILATION CLAUSE 
 
XX. If a building is constructed in accordance with [X], or if windows must be closed to achieve the 
design noise levels in clause 1(a), the building is designed, constructed and maintained with a 
mechanical ventilation system that 
(a) For habitable rooms for a residential activity, achieves the following requirements: 
i. provides mechanical ventilation to satisfy clause G4 of the New Zealand Building Code; and 
ii. is adjustable by the occupant to control the ventilation rate in increments up to a high air flow setting 
that provides at least 6 air changes per hour; and 
iii. provides relief for equivalent volumes of spill air; 
iv. provides cooling and heating that is controllable by the occupant and can maintain the inside 
temperature between 18°C and 25°C; and 
v. does not generate more than 35 dB LAeq(30s) when measured 1 metre away from any grille or 
diffuser. 
(b) For other spaces, is as determined by a suitably qualified and experienced person. 


