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3 – Part Lot 2 DP 28756 (46.0031 ha) 

Harness Downs 

4 – Lot 1 DP 310030 (12.2875 ha) 

Parkwood Properties 

5 and 6 - Lot 2 Deposited Plan 419130 and Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan South Auckland 43275 (21.5633 
ha) 

WEL Networks 

7 - Lot 1 Deposited Plan 419130 (1,192m²) 

Hampton Downs Motorsport Park 

8 - Lot 5 DP 411257 (3.3319 ha) (HD Land Limited) 

9 - Lot 2 DP 411257 (14.9079 ha) (HD Land Limited) 

10 - Lot 1 Deposited Plan 411257 (78.9373 ha) HD Land Limited 

Garg Holdings Limited (National Green Steel Limited) 

11 - Deposited Plan South Auckland 45893 (14.3327 ha)  

12 - Lot 3 Deposited Plan 310030 (12.5923 ha) 

13 - Lot 2 Deposited Plan 310030 (8805 m²) 

14 - Lot 5 Deposited Plan 310030 (13.9597 ha) 

15 - Lot 4 Deposited Plan 310030 (12.0000 ha)  
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We consider that the proposal is inherently noisy, especially given that many of the noisy activities 

are outdoors and unscreened from surrounding sites. 

The HAC Report incorporates some noise mitigation measures into the prediction of noise levels 

and assessment of the noise effects.  These are: 

1) Prohibition of tonal reverse alarms on all vehicles and machinery on the site; 

2) An open-topped enclosure around the main shredder constructed of 150mm concrete panels 

(or acoustically equivalent or better).  This will have some large openings for material input 

and output; 

3) A completely enclosed building with no openings for the steel melt shop.  The building 

envelope must achieve a sound reduction of at least Rw52; 

4) A completely enclosed building clad with profiled steel with no open doors for the rolling mill. 

I consider it critical that these mitigation measures are adopted as part of the proposal.   

District Plan noise standards 

The proposal requires consent as a Discretionary Activity.   

The proposal is to comply with the noise standards for permitted activities in the General Rural Zone 

(GRUZ). 

The HAC Report sets out the relevant noise standards of the District Plan in its sections 3.1 

(construction noise) and 4.1 (operational noise).  We agree in general terms that the HAC Report 

identifies the correct numerical noise standards for permitted activities for the GRUZ and for activities 

in the GRUZ as they affect the Springhill facility in the Corrections Zone (CORZ). 

Notwithstanding, there is one important aspect of these sections of the HAC Report that we disagree 

with, as follows: 

The noise standards in the District Plan apply at “…the notional boundary…” on any other site.  

Notional Boundary is defined in Part 1 of the District Plan as, “…a line 20 metres from any side of 

a residential unit or other building used for a noise sensitive activity, or the legal boundary where this 

is closer to such a building.” 

The District Plan does not specify that the assessment location or notional boundary is limited to 

only those that physically exist at any point in time.  Our reading of the provisions is that they specify 

noise standards and assessment locations that should be applied dynamically over time as houses 

and noise sensitive activities come and go.  This is consistent with almost all other District Plan noise 

standards in New Zealand1,2. 

It is our experience that the physically existing receiving environment can be distinguished from the 

receiving environment adopted by the District Plan as follows: 

 
1 Some District Plans limit assessment locations to physically existing notional boundaries near to specific infrastructure 
or noise generators, such as the Huntly power station and some large factories.  However these are generally isolated 
and specific examples that are not part of district-wide provisions. 

2 See also North Canterbury Clay Target Association Incorporated v Waimakariri District Council CA21/2015 [2016] 
NZCA 305 
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• An assessment that simply assesses noise levels and effects at notional boundaries of 

dwellings or other noise sensitive activities that physically exist at the time could be described 

as an assessment against the physically existing receiving environment. 

• The District Plan requires the assessment of noise levels and effects against a receiving 

environment that could include any notional boundary that is reasonably anticipated by the 

relevant zone provisions (or designations).  This includes all notional boundaries that 

physically exist, that have resource consent but that are not constructed and also those that 

are anticipated and provided for by the District Plan and that are not ‘fanciful’.  This is often 

described as the legal receiving environment. 

It is our opinion that the noise from the proposal should be assessed in the legal receiving 

environment.   

The HAC Report only assesses the noise levels and effects from the proposal at the notional 

boundary of dwellings and noise sensitive activities that physically existed at the time of the 

assessment was prepared.  The HAC Report does not consider the possibility that the noise 

emissions from the proposal are likely to extend across neighbouring land at levels that may be 

incompatible with the establishment of dwellings or other noise sensitive activities that might be 

anticipated and provided for by the CORZ and / or the Springhill designation. 

Accordingly, we consider that the HAC Report is useful only for understanding the potential noise 

levels and effects in the physically existing receiving environment.  There is no assessment of the 

noise levels and effects in the legal receiving environment, including the levels and effects at 

dwellings and noise sensitive activities that are anticipated and provided for by the District Plan.  

There is also no assessment of how noise from the proposal will propagate over neighbouring land.   

The proposal appears to be using neighbouring land as a buffer to reduce noise levels and effects, 

but without disclosing how much land is required for the buffer, what the effects will be on that land 

and whether those effects might preclude any development that is anticipated or provided for. 

We consider that this is a major issue with the noise assessment. 

Noise level predictions 

The HAC Report sets out the methodology for the noise level predictions in sections 3.3 (construction 

noise) and 4.3 (operational noise).  We generally agree with the use of the Predictor noise modelling 

software for the construction and operational phases, although we note that it has recently been 

discontinued and is now unsupported.   

Adjustment for duration 

The HAC Report states that they have not applied any Duration Adjustment in accordance with 

section 6.4 of NZS6802:2008.  We agree with this. 

Adjustment for special audible character  

The District Plan standards and NZS6802:2008 require that the measured or predicted noise level 

is adjusted by adding 5dB if it exhibits any special audible character.  A special audible character is 

present when a sound is judged by an expert to have a particular character that makes it more 
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annoying than another sound at the same level but without the special character.  There are objective 

methods for assessing tonality and impact sounds and NZS6802:2008 provides for a subjective 

assessment by a suitably qualified acoustic expert. 

The HAC Report states that there will be no special audible character exhibited by activities in the 

open yard and by the shredder, based on their observation of “the existing scrap yard and shredder 

operation”.  The HAC Report does not provide any information on the “existing’ yard and shredder 

operations, including whether they are comparable to those proposed and it does not provide any 

evidence or data to demonstrate that there will be no special audible character. 

We have measured and assessed the effects of several scrap yard and recycling operations.  Those 

assessments have demonstrated that the handling of scrap steel will frequently generate impact 

noises (from steel dropping onto the concrete or other steel) that easily qualify an adjustment for 

special audible character.  It is our experience that the tonal resonance of loader buckets is common 

as they scrape on concrete, and impact sounds of steel dropping on other steel or concrete is also 

common. 

We consider that a +5dB adjustment for special audible character will be applicable for the proposed 

activities – particularly the open scrap yard, and at least from time to time during the day. 

Operational noise level predictions 

Table 6 of the HAC Report sets out the reference sound levels that have been used in the noise 

level predictions.  The HAC Report states that many of these levels are derived from measurements 

of similar activities conducted by the applicant.  These are generally specialised activities and 

machinery that are likely to be unique or otherwise uncommon.  We do not have any reference data 

to compare to the values in the HAC Report, so we cannot comment on their veracity.  However, we 

expect that the measurement process will be likely to yield acceptable quality data. 

The absence of any published data and / or the unique nature of the plant and machines means that 

it is difficult for us to determine the veracity of many of the reference sound levels quoted in Table 6 

of the HAC Report.  Although we accept the levels presented in the HAC Report, we do consider 

that there is likely to be some considerable uncertainty associated with the input levels.  Accordingly, 

we have recommended that a condition be attached to the consent that requires the selection, design 

and operation of the plant and machinery to overseen by a suitably qualified and experienced noise 

expert to ensure that the noise limits in the final consent conditions are complied with.  

Section 4.3.2 of the HAC Report states that the operational noise levels have been predicted at the 

“national boundary” (sic).  However, the HAC Report shows the noise assessment location for the 

Springhill site as being well inside the secure perimeter and approximately 150-160m south of the 

closest physically existing notional boundary position, and approximately the same distance further 

away from the application site.  We consider that this is a critical issue, as the noise level predictions 

do not appear to be for the closest physically existing notional boundary.   

The HAC Report does not contain any noise level contours.  Contours would be helpful for describing 

the extent of neighbouring land that might be affected by noise from the proposal, especially where 

it could be at levels that are incompatible with any new dwelling or other noise sensitive activity that 

might be established on surrounding land. 
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if a new dwelling or noise sensitive activity was established on this vacant land.  We have not 

assessed the designation and CORZ provisions to determine whether the establishment of 

any new dwelling or noise sensitive activity is foreseeable (or non-fanciful) on the vacant land.  

We expect that there could be considerable conflict between the proposal and any new noise 

sensitive activity on the vacant land.  Applying the District Plan noise standards for permitted 

activities to the proposal would mean that the consent holder (by then) may have to significantly 

reduce the noise emissions from the site to comply with a reasonable level of noise at the noise 

sensitive activity(s) established on surrounding (currently vacant) land.  We expect that this 

would likely be impracticable in many circumstances.  The same issue is likely to apply on 

other vacant land around the application site, particularly to the east and southeast. 

3) The HAC Report states that the proposal will not exhibit any special audible character and no 

+5dB adjustment is required.  We consider that it is likely that the open yard activities (in 

particular) will exhibit special audible character and a +5dB adjustment is required to be added 

to noise from that area.  This would increase the noise level predictions by up to 5dB for many 

receivers.  

Ambient noise measurements 

Section 4.6 of the HAC Report sets out the results of some ambient noise measurements undertaken 

at their MP1 and MP2.  MP2 was near to the Springhill site and is intended to represent the levels 

experienced in the vicinity of the existing Springhill prison.  The measurement results from MP2 are 

presented in Figure 6 of the HAC Report.  The measurements were undertaken in February 2025.   

We conducted ambient noise measurements very close by for another project in March 2025.  Our 

measurements were heavily affected by the presence of cicadas and crickets.  These insects had a 

considerable influence on the overall background (L90) and residual (LAeq) for long parts of the day 

and night.  We also found that birdsong was particularly noisy at times during the day and in the 

early morning.  These natural and seasonal sounds often confound ambient noise measurement 

results as most people do not consider them annoying or as annoying as an anthropogenic noise at 

the same level.  The influence of cicadas and crickets should always be quantified and removed if 

possible as they are typically not present in the environment for the majority of the year. 

The HAC Report does not mention any of these sources or their effect on the levels and effects.  Our 

assessment of Figure 6 of the HAC Report is that there was likely to be significant bird noise 

throughout the measurements, especially in the early morning period where a steep and pronounced 

increase in noise levels is shown.  We also expect that crickets and cicadas would have controlled 

or significantly influenced the overall noise levels shown in Figure 6 for much of the day, evening 

and nighttime periods. 

We consider that the measurement results in Figure 6 of the HAC Report are likely to overstate (and 

potentially significantly overstate) and the ambient sound environment that is relevant to the 

assessment of noise effects.  We consider that the measured levels would be much lower when 

these seasonal insects and birds are adjusted for. 

Section 4.6 of the HAC Report expresses several opinions about the way in which noise from the 

proposal would be experienced by the receivers in the context of the ambient noise measurements 
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at MP1 and MP2.  We consider that the lack of consideration of insects and birds means that these 

opinions are likely to understate the effects on receivers. 

Conclusion - noise effects on Springhill 

We consider that the HAC assessment of the noise effects on Springhill includes some problems 

that are described as follows: 

1) As it has been proposed, we expect that the operational noise levels will exceed the noise 

standards for permitted activities at the nearest physically existing notional boundary.  The 

reasons for this include: 

a. The HAC Report appears to have assessed the noise well inside the Springhill site, whereas 

actual notional boundary of the Springhill site is much closer to the application site; 

b. The HAC Report states that there will not be any special audible character exhibited from 

the site, whereas we expect that it will be difficult (if not impossible) to avoid the generation 

of noise exhibiting special audible character from the open yard area.  When the +5dB 

adjustment is added to the predicted levels in Table 7 of the HAC Report, the levels at 

Springhill will exceed the noise standards for permitted activities; 

2) The HAC Report fails to address the noise levels and effects across vacant land where the 

District Plan and / or Springhill Designation might anticipate or provide for new noise sensitive 

activities.  We consider that this is a critical issue that has the potential to lead to considerable 

conflict with any new noise sensitive activities on the Springhill site.  We consider that if the 

District Plan and / or Springhill Designation anticipates or provides for noise sensitive activities 

on currently vacant land, the Green Steel application should be updated to demonstrate how 

it can be designed and managed to control noise over the Springhill designation to avoid future 

conflict and to ensure that noise levels will be reasonable. 

3) The proposal appears to be using neighbouring land as a buffer to reduce noise levels and 

effects, but without disclosing how much land is required for the buffer, what the effects will be 

on that land and whether those effects might preclude any development that is anticipated or 

provided for. 

4) The HAC Report does describe any adjustments to the noise measurements to describe or 

adjust for the influence of cicadas, crickets or birds.  We expect that these natural sounds will 

be a significant contributor to the measured noise levels shown in the HAC Report, and that 

these natural and seasonal sounds are not always present and should be removed from the 

assessment to ensure that the conclusions reached are valid for the majority of the year when 

the insects are not present and when bird noise can vary. 

We understand that the Boffa Miskell have advised that the noise standards for permitted activities 

should be considered a guideline and that the high intensity and the nature of the proposal means 

that the noise standards for permitted activities may not be appropriate to apply to the proposal.  In 

simple terms, we understand that the noise standards for permitted activities were designed to 

control and manage the effects of noise from activities that are permitted in the GRUZ, and not 

necessarily those that require Discretionary consent.  We understand that ensuring the noise effects 

are consistent with (or not contrary to) the relevant objectives and policies becomes the focus of the 

assessment. 
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Accordingly, we consider that the determination of what is reasonable is not simply compliance with 

the noise standards for permitted activities.  We consider that this could be delivered by ensuring 

the noise levels are (say) 5dB lower than the noise standards for permitted activities, or that the 

evening and night time activities are reduced noticeably in intensity and noise level so they are not 

the dominant noise source (including when crickets and cicadas are not present) or perhaps some 

other method of noticeably reducing the noise effects.   

Because of these issues, it is difficult to describe the noise effects that might be experienced on the 

Springhill site.  We have described the potential effects in different scenarios below: 

1) As the activity has been proposed, we expect that noise will exceed the noise standards for 

permitted activities at the closest existing notional boundary at Springhill, at least from time to 

time and potentially on a regular basis with the addition of the +5dB adjustment for special 

audible character.  We expect that noise from the proposal will dominate the environment and 

would be audible as a low frequency hum or rumble, with intermittent impact sounds and 

‘screeches’ possible from the operation of machinery on the paved surfaces.  These effects 

would vary in level over the day but would be generally present 24 hours a day (especially the 

hum or rumble). 

2) If the proposal was amended such that compliance with the noise standards for permitted 

activities was demonstrated at the most exposed physically existing notional boundary on the 

Springhill site, the noise levels would be lower than in (1) above, but the effects would be 

similar.  We expect that the noise would be clearly audible and dominant when other sounds 

are at lower levels.  The noise effects would be experienced as a low frequency hum or rumble 

with occasional low-level impact noises. 

3) It is difficult to quantity the effects if the proposal was amended such that the noise levels (and 

effects) were reduced to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies without 

evaluating the noise environment that would be delivered by following those objectives and 

policies.  We would need planning assistance from Boffa Miskell to complete this work.  

However, we expect that the effects would be lower than set out in (1) or (2) above. 

4) As the activity has been proposed, we consider that the noise effects will extend over large 

parts of the Springhill site where the CORZ and / or designation may anticipate or provide for 

new noise sensitive activities.  We consider that this could create significant conflict with any 

development of the Springhill facilities in the CORZ. 

 

 

Please contact me if you require any further information. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Jon Styles, MASNZ      

Director and Principal 
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A further change from the ANVE is that the scrap yard and shredder will be limited to the 

daytime only.  This differs from the ANVE which had the scrap yard operating during the 

evening and part of the nighttime and the shredder operating during the evening. This makes 

the evening time activities the same as those at night time and, as such, a specific evening 

contour plot is no longer provided. 

 

The following Figures 2 and 3  represent the day, and the evening/night time contours from the 

Proposal respectively with the inclusion of the western bund.  These Figures replace the similar 

Figures 5 – 7 of the ANVEv2.      

 

Figures 2 and 3 show that over the corrections land to the west, the proposed 6m barrier will 

significantly reduce noise levels from the proposal. Specifically,  

 

a. Figure 2 shows noise levels will be up to 53dB LAeq during the  day time.  The proposed 

bund will reduce noise levels in the order of 5dB; 

 

b. Figure 3 shows that, during the night time, levels will be up to 42dB LAeq.  The proposed 

bund will reduce noise levels in the order of 3dB.  
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Applying the night time limit during the day time is unusual as it provides a level of protection 

that is unlikely to be warranted.  While no ambient measurements were undertaken close to R7, 

it is expected that the current levels of ambient sound will exceed 40dB LAeq on Saturdays 

between 6pm and 7pm and all day on Sundays.  This statement is made on the basis of the 

proximity of SH1, Hampton Downs Road, the nearby Hampton Downs Landfill (the trucks of 

which use Hampton Downs Road day and night) and the Motor Sport Park, all of which are 

significant generators of noise.  It is expected, therefore, that limiting the proposal to 40dB LAeq 

during these times will provide no practical benefit to the occupants of R7.   

 

50dB LAeq is generally considered to be appropriate for residential amenity during the day time 

and, on the basis that the proposal will comfortably comply with this (predicted level is 44dB 

LAeq), it is considered that the resulting effects could be described as appropriate and 

reasonable.  Noise from the proposal may be apparent to R7 during these times, but likely at 

levels below that of road traffic and, when they are operating, the activities of the Race Park.      

 

 

SPECIAL AUDIBLE CHARACTERISTICS 

The CAN states that the proposal consists of generally specialised activities and machinery that 

are likely to be unique or otherwise uncommon.  For this reason, Styles Group does not have 

any reference data (measurements) to corroborate the veracity of the noise data used for noise 

prediction as described by the ANVE.  Regardless, the CAN is of the view that the resulting 

noise from the proposal will have a Special Audible Characteristic (SAC).   

 

The relevance is that section 6.3.1 of NZS 68021 requires that sounds that “The intrusiveness of 

a sound is not just a function of its sound pressure level.  It is also affected by its character.  

Sound that has special audible characteristics, such as tonality or impulsiveness, is likely to 

cause adverse community response at lower sound levels, that sound without such 

characteristics”.  NZS 6802 states that sound with a SAC can have a 5dB penalty added to the 

rating level. 

 

I address the issue of a SAC in section 4.3.5 of the ANVE.  My view is that, having visited the 

applicant’s existing site and observed the operation several times,  the noise from the proposal 

will not have a SAC.  I remain of this view and, therefore, consider that no change is necessary 

to the predicted levels.    

 

 

OPERATIONAL NOISE LEVEL PREDICTION  

The CAN identifies that noise to Springhill must be predicted at the notional boundary, which 

is a line 20m from the facade of the occupied buildings.  The CAN then notes that the ANVE 

shows the noise assessment location an estimated 150 – 160m south of the physically existing 

notional boundary position.   

 

In response, section 4.3.2 of the ANVE clearly states that the assessment point to all receivers 

considered in the analysis was the notional boundary of that receiver.  I can confirm this to be 

the case, including for Springhill. 

 

Figure 4 of the ANVE shows receivers considered in the assessment through receiver numbers 

placed in purple circles.  The point of these identifiers was to highlight the receiver being 

considered rather than identify the exact point of assessment, which had already been 

accurately described.  Due to the large area covered by the Figure, the identifiers were placed 

so that the individual receivers could be easily identified meaning they are sometimes removed 

 
1 NZS 6802:2008 “Acoustic - Environmental noise. 
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from both the dwelling and/or the notional boundary of that dwelling.  This is true of all 

receivers considered, not just Springhill. 

 

In short, I consider that the ANVE adopts the correct assessment method and no change is 

necessary.   

 

 

AMBIENT SOUND MEASUREMENTS  

The ANVE includes measurements of the existing ambient sound as part of the assessment of 

the noise effects.  The CAN notes their view that, based on measurements they have undertaken 

for a different site, noise from cicadas and crickets would have controlled or significantly 

influenced the overall noise levels.  

 

This is not the case. 

 

While the CAN is limited to Springhill (for which Figure 6 of the ANVE reports the ambient 

sound) I have broadened my response to include the second measurement of ambient sound I 

undertook (Figure 5 of the ANVE). 

 

When crickets and cicadas are present, they can be identified by spectral analysis of a noise 

measurement as both result in increased levels of high frequency noise.  The logging 

equipment used for the Proposal did not have the ability to undertake such spectral analysis, 

which is typical of equipment used to remotely log sound.  Instead, handheld measurements 

were undertaken of the ambient sound for 15 minutes when the loggers were first installed and 

again when they were picked up.  For each logging location, both the before and after 

measurements confirmed the site observations that the influence of insect noise was minimal.  

To demonstrate this, the following Figure shows a spectral analysis of the ambient sound 

measurement adjacent to Springhill (MP2).  The effects of cicadas can be observed by the 

increase in levels above 6,300Hz.  When corrected manually, which is also shown in the Figure, 

the cicadas were found to contribute 3dB to the overall level.  This is a relatively small 

contribution and, for that reason, was not specifically included in the assessment.  If it were, 

the conclusions of section 4.6 of the ANVE would remain unchanged.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.  Spectral Analysis of MP2 Measurement (Springhill) 
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Based on the above,  I consider that the ambient sound measurements presented in the ANVE 

are appropriate to use and that the conclusion drawn from them remains valid.  

 

Should you have any questions regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact me.  

  

Yours sincerely 

Hegley Acoustic Consultants 

 

 

 

 

 

Rhys Hegley  




