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MEMO 

Project: Southern Link Document No.: Mm 004 R02 

To: SLPL Date: 8 June 2026 

Attention: Joanne Dowd Project No.: 20240460 

From: Brendon Shanks No. Pages: 4 Attachments: No 

Subject: Response to Peer Review 

 

We have reviewed the peer review prepared by Styles Group. This memo presents the key issues raised by 
Styles Group (shown in Blue), and we give our response and recommendations for discussion with the 
Dunedin City Council and peer reviewer. 

We have not explicitly assessed noise at potential future dwellings 

1) The inclusion of the date-stamp in Proposed Condition 68 deviates from the way the 2GP applies noise 
limits at all notional boundaries. The 2GP applies noise limits at any notional boundary to provide noise 
sensitive receivers with an adequate level of noise amenity. The Proposal seeks to exempt the activity 
from meeting any noise limits at future notional boundaries. The Noise Assessment does not recognise 
the potential noise effects on neighbouring vacant land and fails to assess the impact it may have on 
activities on neighbouring land that are anticipated and provided for by the 2GP. In effect, the Proposal 
to remove all noise limits across vacant land (irrespective of how it might be developed) amounts to the 
Proposal using adjacent land as a buffer for its noise emissions;  

Mitchell Daysh has confirmed that the only nearby site that doesn’t already have a principal dwelling on it is 
291 Dukes Road North, which is owned by the JV. SLPL will provide affected party approval for the noise 
limit to be breached on this property. Based on this, the application applies noise limits at any permitted 
dwellings in the area. Any new dwellings closer to the site would require a resource consent, which would 
need to consider reverse sensitivity effects on activities in the area.  

We have recommended consent conditions that include higher noise limits at some dwellings 

2) The proposed conditions will allow noise levels and effects that are potentially significantly greater than 
the noise levels that are permitted by the 2GP standards;  

This comment is partly based on the risk of new dwellings being built closer to the site (addressed above) 
and the proposed night-time noise limit of 45 dB LAeq at all dwellings.  

The proposed night-time limit is 5 decibels higher than the current 2GP limit at some properties to the east 
(we propose a change from 40 dB LAeq to 45 dB LAeq). This higher limit is consistent with properties within 
350m of an industrial zone and is within the range of what is considered reasonable in a rural environment 
(including being considered appropriate by NZS 6802 and the World Health Organisation).  

The increased night-time limit has been included to allow flexibility with the operation of the site. Just 
because the site can comply with the lower limits, does not mean that is the appropriate standard to hold 
the activity to. We consider that 45 dB LAeq is an appropriate and reasonable night-time noise limit for this 
activity.  
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3) The proposed operational noise limits seek to authorise noise levels that are: 

a. Higher than the permitted noise levels prescribed by the 2GP for the surrounding zones, with no 
night-time LAmax limit to protect noise sensitive receivers from impact noise that may cause sleep 
disturbance;  

We discussed the difficulty with confirming compliance with the LAmax limit because it is highly variable and 
indicated that on-site management is the best way to reduce potential effects. The peer review is concerned 
with a lack of certainty around this approach.  

We suggest we add the LAmax limit back in. With appropriate management in place, I believe this is a low risk 
for non-compliance. The proposed conditions have been updated to reflect this. 

b. Higher than the predicted noise rating levels in the Noise Assessment  

See response to 2. above. 

A more detailed assessment has been requested 

As part of the recommendations in the peer review, it has been suggested that the following elements are 
missing from our assessment and should be included: 

• An assessment of the effects of noise from the Proposal against the measured or likely residual and 
background sound environments  

• An assessment of the likely audibility and intrusiveness of the sound of interest against the residual 
and background sound environment  

We have presented the measured background noise levels within the report (Section 5.0). In our assessment 
of effects, we have included discussion on the audibility of noise from the site, including reference to periods 
of very low background noise levels (Section 10.2):  

“There are times when existing background noise levels are very low, so night-time activity is likely to be 
audible at times, albeit at a reasonable level.” 

• An assessment of the potential nighttime noise effects in the absence of any requirement to comply 
with night time LAFmax noise limits  

This will be addressed by reinstating the LAmax limit (see comment 3.a.). 

• An assessment of the character, level, timing and duration of noise exceedances against the relevant 
2GP objectives and policies. 

The following objective/policy relates to activity on the SLIP site. 

• Objective 9.2.2 - Land use, development and subdivision activities maintain or enhance people's health 
and safety.  

o Policy 9.2.2.1 - Require activities to be designed and operated to avoid adverse effects from noise 
on the health of people or, where avoidance is not practicable, ensure any adverse effects would 
be insignificant.  

This policy refers to adverse effects on health of people. We have assessed the predicted noise levels against 
guidance from the NZS 6802 and the World Health Organisation (Section 10.6). The predicted LAeq levels are 
below the guideline threshold levels for the potential on set of health effects. We consider that any effects 
on health from the proposed operation would be insignificant. 
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We will provide the requested additional data on noise sources  

4) The Noise Assessment has not been supplemented with the input data for the noise model for all noise 
sources;  

Table 1 presents the sound power levels that were used in our noise modelling. The activity scenarios for the 
different stages are included in Appendix B of our report. 

Table 1: Noise source sound power levels 

Item Noise source Sound Source Levels  

1 Workshop  103 dB LW 

2 Washpad Water Blasting + pumps 101 dB LW 

3 Road truck  85 dB LAE at 10 metres 

4 Reach Stacker 111 dB LW 

5 Straddle Carrier 104 dB LW 

6 100 Refrigeration Units (2.4m Height) 105 dB LW 

7 Reverberant noise within Canopies  85 dB Lprev 

8 Locomotive engine idling  106 dB LW 

9 Train arriving/exiting the site  113 dB LW 

Noise from rail activity is exempt from 2GP noise limits 

5) Rail network activities within the SLIP land that is outside the KiwiRail designation have not been 
assessed. These effects must be assessed if rail activities outside the KiwiRail designation are not subject 
to the exemption in Rule 9.3.6 3.q.  

The exemption applies to rail activity on sidings outside the designated rail corridor. The wording of the 
exemption specifically references noise from the trains in “railway yards, railway sidings or stations” and 
does not specify that this must be inside a rail designation. In contrast, the exemption for roads specifies 
that it only applies to “vehicles on public roads”.  

Notwithstanding this, we have assessed noise from a train passing dwellings, in Table 11 of our report. This 
represents the worst case of a train passing with line of sight to the dwellings.  

We have assessed noise from rail activity on the site. We have predicted the noise from a locomotive 
moving on the SLIP site and a locomotive idling on the site, at the closest dwellings. These levels are less 
than the levels presented in Table 11 of our noise assessment report, due to the effect of mitigation 
measures (noise barriers) while the train is on the SLIP site and the slower speed of the train while on site.  

Table 2: Train noise while on SLIP site 

Receiver Noise from train on site 

 Arriving/exiting the site Locomotive idling 

231 Dukes Rd North 45 dB LAeq 38 dB LAeq 

273 Dukes Rd North 51 dB LAeq 44 dB LAeq 

The predicted noise levels indicated that rail movements onto the site are likely to be audible during periods 
of low background noise. However, noise from the rail activity on the site will be infrequent and of relatively 
short duration. 
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At other nearby receivers, noise from the rail movements in the rail corridor will be significantly greater than 
rail movements on the site (as detailed in Table 11 of the noise assessment report). The effect of these 
movements has been covered in our assessment report (Section 10.4). 

Some more detail of mitigation and management measures can be included 

6) The proposed conditions require the implementation of ongoing physical and management-based noise 
mitigation measures require modification to ensure they are effective, clear, certain and enforceable. 

We have recommended that an operational noise management plan is prepared and submitted prior to 
commencement of operational activity for each stage. We consider that this is the most appropriate method 
for ensure the best practicable option management and mitigation measures are adopted. 

This recommendation has been adopted in the following condition: 

 

An operational noise management plan (ONMP) will be prepared and implemented at the Southern 
Link Inland Port. The purpose of the ONMP is to establish the best practicable option management 
and mitigation measures necessary to achieve compliance with the noise limits in Condition 66. The 
ONMP shall include the following:  

(a) Physical mitigation measures (e.g. acoustic walls);  

(b) A requirement for driver training i.e. drivers who are stacking containers onsite are to 
complete training which demonstrates best practice measures for reducing container 
stacking noise effects;  

(c) Identification of sensitive areas of the site (e.g. site boundaries near dwellings) where noisy 
night-time activities should be avoided (where practicable);  

(d) A requirement for motorised vehicle equipment and plant utilised at the Southern Link 
Inland Port to be fitted with broadband “squawker” reversing alarms (where practicable); 
and  

(e) Details of active onsite noise monitoring to capture high noise events (being any onsite 
activities that exceed 75 dB LAmax at the notional boundary of any dwelling), with a 
procedure to implement further training for any repeat occurrences by an individual driver.  

(f) A mechanism to update the ONMP in the event of material changes to the operation of the 
site.  

The ONMP shall be provided to the Council for certification at least 20 days prior to commencement 
of operations for each stage.  

Advice Note: Active onsite noise monitoring will utilise noise monitors in proxy positions for the 
monitoring of effects on nearby dwellings.  

 

 




















































































