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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ALEX ELI JACOB 

Introduction 

1 My full name is Alex Eli Jacob.  I hold a BSc in Mechanical Engineering, and I 

am a current member of the New Zealand professional engineers body, 

Engineering New Zealand (MEngNZ).  I have over 29 years of experience in 

the field of engineering, including 11 years in New Zealand specialised in 

acoustics.   

2 I am currently employed as an Engineering Director at Earcon Acoustics 

Limited and have held that position since 2014.  I have advised, monitored, 

and prepared acoustic assessments and management plans for over 100 

various industrial, commercial and residential activities and operations 

across New Zealand.  I have provided expert evidence on acoustic matters 

to the Environment Court and to council hearings. 

3 Earcon Acoustics was commissioned by J & T Quigley Ltd to provide an 

acoustic report in response to submissions and to provide expert evidence 

on acoustical matters to the Independent Hearing Panel.  

4 I provide this evidence pertaining to the application for the Proposed Plan 

Change 5 (Plan Change - PPC) for the land at 1861 Ongaroto Road in 

Whakamaru (Subject Site). 

5 I am the author of the Acoustics Assessment dated 18/09/2025 (Acoustic 

Assessment) which is appended to this evidence. 

6 I have not visited the subject site in person, but have remotely supervised 

the site survey and noise monitoring undertaken by Earcon personnel.  

7 In preparing the Acoustic Assessment and this Statement of Evidence, I 

relied on the following documents:  

a) Integrated Transportation Assessment (Transport Assessment) by 

CKL dated 05/04/2023.  

b) Site Suitability and Natural Hazard Report (Geotechnical Report) by 

TITUS dated 19/02/2023 
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Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

8 I have read and am familiar with the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses.  I agree to comply with the Code of Conduct.  My 

qualifications as an expert are set out above.  Other than where I state I am 

relying on the advice of another person I confirm the matters addressed in 

this statement of evidence are within my area of expertise.  I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract 

from the opinions I express. 

Scope of evidence 

9 My evidence is limited to acoustic matters associated with the proposed 

Plan Change, and covers: 

a) Noise descriptors and factors; 

b) Applicable South Waikato District Plan (SWDP) Noise Standards; 

c) Noise environment; 

d) Acoustic considerations (potential generating and receiving of noise); 

e) Reverse Sensitivity; 

f) Recommendations; 

g) Effects;  

h) Acoustic matters raised in South Waikato District Council (SWDC) 

section 42A report and specialist reporting; and 

i) A review of submissions pertaining to acoustic matters.   

10 My evidence should be read in conjunction with the following:  

a) Acoustic Assessment (Acoustic Assessment) dated 18/09/2025 

which is appended to this evidence. 
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Noise descriptors and factors  

11 For reference as to how sound is measured, the following are the main 

descriptors relevant to my evidence:  

a) A-weighting: An adjustment applied to sound levels at different 

frequencies across the audible spectrum, resulting in a single 

number reflecting how sound is generally perceived by human 

hearing.   

b) LAeq (15minutes) [dB]: Time-averaged level over a 15 minute period, A-

Weighted.   

c) LAeq (24 hours) [dB]: Time-averaged level over a 24 hour period, A-

Weighted.   

d) LAFmax [dB]: Maximum level during a measurement period, A-

Weighted.   

e) LA90 [dB] or L90 [dBA]: noise level exceeded for 10% of the time 

measured, as calculated statistically, and A-Weighted.  This 

descriptor is representative of background noise.   

f) LWA [dB]: Sound Power Level, representative of the acoustic energy 

emitted by a source, A-Weighted.  This descriptor relates to noise 

source, and is not affected by distance.  This descriptor is not 

representative of how noise is perceived. 

Applicable noise standards 

12 A number of regulatory standards apply to the subject site and the 

surrounding area. These include the following  

a) Limits on noise generated by a site and received outdoors in another 

site based on both the current zoning of the Subject Site, and the 

proposed zoning of the Subject Site  

b) Limits on noise received outdoors at sites in the Taupo District across 

Lake Whakamaru, in context of noise propagating to sites under the 
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jurisdiction of the Taupo District Council across Lake Whakamaru, as 

detailed in paragraph 16 below.  

c) Limits on indoor noise for residential (and other noise sensitive) 

buildings located within 80m of State Highway 30.  

d) Limits on Vibration levels from any activities.   

e) Limits on noise from construction works.   

13 I summarise the applicable regulatory standards in the following 

paragraphs.  

Noise Standards applicable outdoors (South Waikato District) 

14 The Subject Site and adjacent sites are currently zoned General Rural Zone 

(GRUZ). For the current zoning, in accordance with the SWDP1, the 

maximum external noise levels are:  

a) Daytime 7am to 10pm:  LAeq (15 minutes) 50dB 

b) Night-time 10pm to 7am: LAeq (15 minutes) 40dB and LAFmax 70dB 

c) Noise limits apply at the Notional Boundary2 of any site.  

15 The Plan Change proposes to rezone the Subject Site to become a Rural 

Lifestyle Zones (RLZ) – previously referred to as a Rural Residential Zone – 

whereby in accordance with the SWDP1, the same maximum external noise 

levels in Paragraph 14 above would still apply. For the avoidance of doubt I 

note that the Plan Change would not result in a change in the currently 

applicable noise limits.  

Noise Standards applicable outdoors across Lake Whakamaru (Taupo District) 

 
1 SWDP NOISE-R1 Zone Based Noise Limits – GRZ and RLZ 
2 As per Section 3.1 of the SWDP, the Notional Boundary is defined 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” 
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16 Sites to the west across the Lake are within the jurisdiction of the Taupo 

District Council (TDC), and as such, the Taupo District Plan (TDP) noise 

limits apply outdoors as follows3:  

a) 7am to 7pm 50dB LAeq (15 minutes) 

b) 7pm to 10pm 40dB LAeq (15 minutes) 

c) 10pm to 7am 40dB LAeq (15 minutes) and 70dB LAF(max) 

Noise Standards applicable indoors  

17 For both the current zoning and the proposed zoning of the Subject Site, 

the SWDP4 requires that any buildings for noise sensitive activities within 

80m of State Highway 30 (SH30) must be constructed to maintain internal 

noise within specified noise levels. As an example, a bedroom in a building 

within 80m of State Highway 30 would need to maintain internal noise 

levels at LAeq (24 hours) 35dB (I note this is averaged over a 24 hour period).  

Applicable Standards – Vibration Limits 

18 The SWDP5 requires that any activity (in context of the subject site and 

surrounding areas) is assessed based on a number of Standards covering 

human response6, and protection of structures7.  

Applicable Standards – Construction Noise Limits 

19 The SWDP8 requires that any construction activities are managed within the 

limits detailed in the national standard NZS6803:19999. I note for context 

that limits on construction noise only apply at facades of occupied 

buildings. For example, this standard requires noise from any construction 

 
3 Taupo District Plan – Chapter 12.6 – Noise R2 – “The noise rating level arising 

from any activity measured within the boundary of any MRZ, GRZ, LDRZ or NCZ 
site or the notional boundary of any residential zone site, other than from the site 
where the noise is generated” 

4 NOISE-R3 of the SWDP 
5 NOISE-R6(3) of the SWDP 
6 AS 2670.2-1990 Evaluation of human exposure to whole-body vibration - 

Continuous and shock-induced vibration in buildings (1 to 80 Hz) 
7 DIN 4150-3:1999 Effects of vibration on structures 
8 NOISE-R2 of the SWDP 
9 NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise 
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activities during daytime hours to not exceed LAeq (15 minutes) 70dB when 

measured at 1m from the façade of any occupied building.  

Noise Environment  

Noise Environment – Current Noise Environment at the Reserve 

20 I oversaw a site survey and noise monitoring undertaken by Earcon 

Acoustics at the reserve adjacent to the Subject Site on 14/07/2025 

between 12:30pm and 5:00pm. The results of the monitoring are detailed 

in the Acoustic Assessment10.  

21 In summary, noise levels (in the absence of specific events like use of a 

generator) within the reserve at locations away from SH30 are in the order 

of LAeq 35-40dB (ambient) and L90 25-30dB (background) during the low 

occupancy season. Specific camping activities, such as use of generators, 

can increase noise levels to circa LAeq 50dB in some areas. I would expect 

noise levels during night-time to reduce to LAeq 25-30dBA. I note that the 

measured noise levels are typical of rural areas. 

22 Noise levels in proximity to SH30 were measured at circa LAeq 62dB. I note 

this is also typical of the traffic volumes  and types (e.g. heavy vehicles) 

associated with the section of SH30 adjacent to the Subject Site.  

Noise Environment – Noise Sources affecting the Subject Site 

23 The main existing noise sources in the vicinity of the Subject Site pertain to 

the following:  

a) Traffic along SH30, which in accordance with published data11 

comprises circa 489 vehicles per day, 21% of these heavy vehicles, 

with a peak of 118 vehicles per hour12.  

b) Recreational noise from the reserve adjacent to the subject site and 

from recreational activities on the lake (e.g. boating and ski club).  

 
10 Acoustic Assessment – Section 5 
11 Waka Kotahi / NZTA One Network Road Classification 
12 Integrated Transportation Assessment by CKL dated 05/04/2023 – Section 7.1.2 
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c) Noise from power generation at Whakamaru Hydroelectric Power 

Station, which is located circa 900m to the north of the Subject Site. 

In accordance with the SWDP13 the power station can generate noise 

up to LAeq (15min) 45dB  at the noise control boundary, which at its 

closest is circa 35m from the northernmost boundary of the Subject 

Site.  

d) While there are other noise sources in the surrounding environment 

(e.g. forestry), these would be materially lower at the Subject Site 

and adjacent areas than the main noise sources (i.e. traffic, 

recreation and power generation) and would not materially 

contribute to cumulative noise levels.  

Acoustic considerations 

24 In the following paragraphs, I consider the potential noise effects that could 

arise from the proposed plan change.  

Acoustic Considerations – Noise  generated by Residential Activities  

25 The proposed Plan Change would result in a rural - residential zone, which 

would typically be unremarkable in the context of noise generated. 

Nevertheless, as detailed in the Acoustic Assessment14, I consider the 

potential for occupied dwellings to generate noise up to what is lawfully 

allowed for by the provisions of the SWDP15.  

26 For the purposes of assessing a worst case (albeit unrealistic) scenario, I 

prepared a noise propagation model based on each potential lot within the 

Subject Site generating the maximum allowed noise levels at the notional 

boundaries of adjacent neighbours within the Subject Site itself.  

27 As detailed in the noise propagation model in the Acoustic Assessment16, 

the maximum lawfully allowed daytime noise within the Subject Site (i.e. 

between lots) would result in noise levels in the reserve in the order of 

 
13 NOISE-R2 of the SWDP 
14 Acoustic Assessment – Section 7.1 
15 LAeq 50dB during daytime at the notional boundary of any other site.  
16 Acoustic Assessment – Section 7.1 
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circa LAeq 35dB at the closest areas reducing to circa 28-31dBA for the main 

areas of the reserve.  

28 I am of the opinion that noise at these levels, notwithstanding being an 

unlikely scenario, would be compliant with the applicable noise limits of the 

SWDP at the reserve,  and in context of effects would not interrupt 

recreational activities in the reserve, and would not be materially higher 

than ambient noise levels encountered within the reserve. 

Acoustic Considerations – Noise Generated by Mechanical Services and Inverters 

29 It is my understanding that development at the subject site would include 

solar power, which typically requires inverters and potential backup 

generators.  

30 I note that it would not usually be possible to assess noise from mechanical 

and ancillary services at this stage. Nevertheless, with appropriate 

selection, location and shielding of mechanical services and inverters, these 

can readily be designed using commercially available equipment and 

materials to operate within the compliance limits at all receivers.  

31 As such, I recommend that the selection, location and operation of any 

mechanical plant and power inverters is reviewed by a qualified acoustic 

consultant at the time of building consent, to the satisfaction of the 

Council.  

Acoustic Considerations – Noise Generated by Internal Traffic 

32 With regard to new traffic noise that can be introduced by the Plan Change 

from roads within the Subject Site, it is my understanding17, that a potential 

development enabled by the Plan Change could generate 561 vehicle 

movements per day with 73 vehicle movements during peak hour.  

33 The SWDP18 requires that noise generated by traffic on all new and altered 

roads must comply with the provisions of Standard NZS6806:201019, which 

 
17 Integrated Transportation Assessment by CKL dated 05/04/2023 – Section 7.1.1 
18 NOISE-R6(1) of the SWDP 
19 NZS6806: 2010 Acoustics – Road traffic noise – New and altered roads 



9 
 

is limited in scope20 to roads predicted to carry more than 2,000 vehicles 

daily21.  As such, internal roads would not be subject to SWDP regulatory 

noise limits.   

34 Notwithstanding that, I considered in the Acoustic Assessment22 the noise 

effects from a scenario where the peak 73 traffic movement per hour 

traverse the full length of the subject site, without any shielding effects of 

buildings. Based on this scenario, modelling indicates that internal traffic 

within the subject site during peak hour would result in noise levels at the 

reserve in the order of circa 30dBA.  

35 I am of the opinion that noise at these levels, even if taken cumulatively 

with the maximum lawful occupancy noise levels, would be compliant with 

the applicable noise limits of the SWDP at the reserve,  and in context of 

effects would not interrupt or disrupt recreational activities, and would not 

be materially higher than ambient noise levels encountered within the 

reserve. 

Acoustic Considerations – Noise Generated by Additional Traffic on SH30 

36 Published traffic data23 for SH30 in proximity to the subject site indicates 

existing traffic volumes of AADT 489 vehicles per day, with 21% heavy 

vehicles with a peak of 118 vehicle movements per hour 

37 It is my understanding as per the Traffic Assessment24 that a potential 

development could generate an additional 561 vehicle movements per day 

on SH30, increasing the peak hour traffic by an additional 73 trips per hour.  

38 Conservatively assuming the percentage of heavy vehicles remains, the 

noise modelling detailed in the Acoustic Assessment25 indicates the 

increase in traffic along SH30 from a potential development would result in 

traffic noise increasing by circa 3dBA.  

 
20 NZS6806:2010 – 1.3 Limitations – 1.3.1(c)  
21 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 
22 Acoustic Assessment – Section 7.2 
23 Waka Kotahi / NZTA One Network Road Classification 
24 Integrated Transportation Assessment by CKL dated 05/04/2023 – Section 7.1.1 
25 Acoustic Assessment – Section 8 
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39 I note for context of effects that the threshold for most people to 

differentiate between noise levels is circa 2-3dBA. As such, I am of the 

opinion that the increase in noise levels from additional traffic would be 

barely noticeable.  

Acoustic Considerations – Construction Noise and Vibration 

40 With regard to construction, the potential noise and vibration from the 

types of construction works associated with the proposed zoning would 

generally be in line with effects anticipated by the SWDP26 and the 

associated standard NZS6803:199927, and can be managed within 

acceptable limits.  I discuss the effects of construction noise further in my 

evidence (Paragraphs 61 - 65). 

Acoustic Considerations – Noise received 

41 In assessing noise received at potential buildings within the Subject Site, I 

took into account the cumulative effects from:  

a) Traffic along SH30, and  

b) Recreational noise from the reserve and lake, and  

c) Noise from Whakamaru Hydroelectric Power Station.  

42 The main source of noise received at the Subject Site pertains to traffic 

along SH30. In my assessment of noise received within the subject site from 

traffic28, I made the following conservative assumptions:  

a) While the additional vehicles from a potential development are likely 

to be mostly light passenger vehicles, I conservatively assumed the 

same heavy vehicle percentage will be maintained. 

b) It is my understanding that a 2m earth bund is proposed along the 

boundary of the subject site with SH30. While I take this into account 

in considering noise at ground level locations, I also assume the 

 
26 NOISE-R2 of the SWDP 
27 NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise 
28 Acoustic Assessment – Section 6.1 
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presence of habitable spaces at elevations equivalent to upper floors 

(even though this is unlikely), whereby I disregard the acoustic 

effects of an earth bund.  

c) I assumed a design year in the future when traffic doubles along 

SH30 from the combined volumes including a potential 

development. 

d) While the posted speed along SH30 in proximity to the subject site is 

100km/hr, I assumed a speed environment of 110km/hr for all 

vehicles29. 

43 The above assumptions resulted in predicted noise levels at the facades of 

the closest potential buildings to SH3030 (in context of compliance with the 

SWDP internal noise requirements31) :  

a) Ground Floors: circa LAeq (24hours) 48dB 

b) Upper Floors: circa LAeq (24hours) 54dB 

44 Regarding noise from recreational activities, these would result in noise 

levels at the lots closest to the reserve32 at circa LAeq 40dB, and at the 

closest dwellings at circa LAeq 37dB. I am of the opinion that noise at these 

levels would not interfere with residential type activities internally or 

externally. Typical external noise levels in generally quiet residential 

environments are generally circa 40-45dBA.  

45 Regarding noise from Whakamaru Hydroelectric Power Station, this would 

result in noise levels at the northern-most areas of the Subject Site at circa 

LAeq 44dB. I note this would be materially lower than noise from SH30 

traffic.  

46 As such, in context of noise received at the subject site, cumulative noise 

from all sources would not be materially higher than currently experienced 

 
29 Integrated Transportation Assessment by CKL dated 05/04/2023 – Section 8.1.2 
30 Acoustic Assessment – Section 6.1 
31 NOISE-R3 of the SWDP 
32 Acoustic Assessment – Section 6.2 
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noise from the State Highway, which would be the dominant noise within 

the subject site.  

Reverse Sensitivity 

47 Reverse sensitivity pertains to complaints by new land use raised against 

established activities regardless of whether these established activities are 

compliant or not. In such cases, established noise-generating activities 

become susceptible to complaints, objections or constraints on operation 

or future growth. 

48 I consider in my evidence the risk of reverse sensitivity complaints arising 

from potential future occupants of the subject site against existing uses in 

the vicinity, including:  

a) Use of the reserve, including vehicular, domestic and recreational 

activities generating noise received at the subject site.  

b) Water based recreational activities on the lake, including boating 

and activities associated with the ski club across the lake.  

c) Forestry activities to the east.  

49 Reverse sensitivity is usually a concern when acoustically conflicting land 

uses are located in proximity to each other. An example of this is dwellings 

adjacent to commercial or industrial premises, whereby the noise 

characteristics from businesses (even if compliant) are materially different 

from the noise characteristics occupants of a residential zone “expect”.  

50 I emphasise here the use of the word “expect” pertaining to new 

occupancies, as complaints from new land use are more likely to arise 

against established activities when there is a lack of awareness by new 

occupants of the existing noise environment. 

51 In considering the level of risk of reverse sensitivity issues arising, I take 

into account not just the levels of the noise received by the subject site 

from existing activities, but also the characteristics of noise (frequency, 

tonality, impulsiveness, duration, timing, etc.) 
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52 As noted in Paragraphs 43 - 46, noise from traffic along SH30, especially at 

the eastern end of the subject site, would dominate the soundscape 

through being materially higher than other noise sources in the 

surrounding environment.  

53 For the western end of the subject site, noise from the reserve and lake 

would be more prominent than at the eastern end of the subject site away 

from the reserve.  

54 Notwithstanding that, the characteristics of noise received by the subject 

site from the state highway, reserve and lake are not unusual for residential 

premises commonly established in proximity to roads, reserves, open 

spaces, rivers, lakes or coastal areas. Furthermore, the noise levels from 

activities in the area as received at the subject site are generally low and 

more typical of rural environments.   

55 With regard to potential types of occupancies of the subject site, I note that 

the proposed plan change would not alter the type of land use of the 

subject site in context of acoustics.  

56 The current zoning of the subject site allows for establishing residential 

premises with the same types of noise sensitivities as would be enabled by 

the proposed plan change. As such, the proposed plan change would not 

introduce new types of noise sensitivities different to what is currently 

allowed for.  

57 Based on the above I am of the opinion that activities in the vicinity of the 

subject site are unlikely to give rise to reasonable reverse sensitivity 

concerns from future occupancies at the subject site. 

58 I do however take into account that the proposed plan change would 

increase the number of potential occupants at the subject site. This 

increase in occupant numbers has the potential to also increase the 

statistical likelihood of introducing occupants with a lack of awareness of 

the existing noise environment.  

59 To avoid reverse sensitivity issues arising from such lack of awareness, and 

as a conservative measure, reverse sensitivity covenants are proposed to 
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be included on all titles within the subject site to protect the activities and 

operations of facilities in the vicinity of the subject site.  

60 Notwithstanding the legal weight of a covenant (a legal matter I make no 

comment on), reverse sensitivity covenants ensure new occupants 

acknowledge and are aware of the noise environment in proximity to the 

subject site, and provide an opportunity for potential occupants with higher 

noise sensitivities to avoid living close to a noise source.  

Construction Noise and Vibration  

61 Construction works inevitably result in undesirable, albeit temporary, noise 

effects in the surrounding environment. I quote the following from the 

NZS6803:1999 Standard33:  

“Although this may mean that the noise is undesirable, it is not 

necessarily unreasonable when all the relevant factors are taken into 

consideration. Construction noise is an inherent part of the progress of 

society. As noise from construction projects is generally of limited 

duration, people and communities will usually tolerate a higher noise 

level provided it is no louder than necessary, and occurs within 

appropriate hours of the day.” 

62 Based on this, it is reasonable to assume that for appropriate hours of the 

day, works that maintain noise levels within the compliance limits are 

deemed to have reasonable effects.  

63 I note that it is not possible at this stage (Plan Change) to confirm work 

methodologies (e.g. retention, foundations, cut/fill plans, etc.). 

Nevertheless, I also note that the distances involved to the closest receivers 

mean that construction works can be practicably managed within the 

compliance limits, provided best practice measures and appropriate 

equipment, methodology and schedules are adopted. 

64 As such, I recommend that any construction works are managed through a 

Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) certified by 

 
33 NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics - Construction Noise - Foreword 
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the Council prior to any works commencing.   This would typically be a 

consent condition at the time of subdivision.  

65 The CNVMP would include, inter alia, work hours, equipment and 

methodology restrictions, mitigation measures, best practice measures, 

contingency measures, neighbour communication, and complaint 

management procedures. 

Compliance Assessment  

Compliance Assessment - Noise Generated  

66 I note the following regarding compliance requirements pertaining to noise 

generated by a potential development enabled by the Plan Change:  

a) The noise limits in the SWDP are the same for both the current zone 

and the proposed zone. The proposed zoning would not change the 

noise levels allowed to be generated from the Subject Site.  

b) The SWDP noise limits in the current and proposed zones apply at 

the notional boundaries of receiver lots (i.e. 20m from a building or 

at the boundary whichever is closer to the building).  

c) The limits apply for buildings in the SWDP that include temporary 

movable or immovable physical construction, expect motorised 

vehicles that move by their own power. I note this is relevant in 

context of compliance with noise limits would apply for non-

motorised caravans in the reserve.  

d) Each new occupancy within the subject site must maintain noise 

levels within the compliance limits at adjacent lots which would be 

closer than areas used for camping in the reserve.  

e) As such, noise levels would be controlled by the limits applicable at 

adjacent lots within the Subject Site. These require lower noise levels 

to comply than would be allowed for pertaining to the reserve. 

67 Based on the above, I am of the opinion that noise from a potential 

residential development at the Subject Site can readily comply with the 

noise limits at all other sites. Any non-compliance would be a matter of 
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enforcement and furthermore would likely occur within the Subject Site 

before occurring at adjacent areas.  

Compliance Assessment - Noise Received 

68 In accordance with the SWDP34, noise sensitive activities within 80m of 

SH30 must be designed and constructed to achieve internal noise limits 

(e.g. LAeq (24 hours) 35dB in bedrooms and LAeq (24 hours) 40dB in other habitable 

rooms).  

69 Taking into account the predicted external noise levels in Paragraph 11 

from traffic along SH30, I note that the closest dwellings to SH30 would 

need to have building envelopes (external walls, roof, glazing, etc.) that 

attenuate noise by:  

a) Bedrooms: circa 13dBA for ground floors, and 19dBA for upper 

floors.  

b) Other habitable spaces: circa 8dBA for ground floors, and 14dBA for 

upper floors 

70 A typical modern residential construction would generally attenuate 25dBA 

with windows closed, and circa 10-15dBA with windows open (depending 

on window type and arrangement).  

71 As such, some bedrooms and habitable spaces may require windows to be 

closed to comply with the internal noise requirements the SWDP which 

would require alternative ventilation mechanisms (e.g. trickle vents).  

72 I note that this Evidence pertains to a proposed plan change, whereby 

locations, orientations, designs and materials of potential buildings are not 

confirmed at this stage. As required by the SWDP35, “Compliance […] shall 

be confirmed in writing by a suitably qualified and experienced acoustic 

consultant.” This would typically be done during the building consent stage. 

 
34 NOISE-R3 of the SWDP 
35 NOISE-R3 of the SWDP 
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73 Nevertheless, I am of the opinion that compliance with the internal noise 

limits can readily be achieved with commonly used materials and designs 

for all habitable spaces.  

Compliance Assessment – Construction Noise and Vibration 

74 I am of the opinion that construction works for the type of development 

that would be enabled by the proposed zoning can practicably be managed 

within the noise and vibration compliance limits at all receivers provided 

the works are managed through a council certified CNVMP. 

Recommendations 

75 I recommend the following pertaining to the construction and occupation 

of developments potentially enabled by the proposed Plan Change:  

a) The design and selection of materials for buildings containing noise 

sensitive activities within 80m of SH30 should be reviewed by a 

suitably qualified and experienced acoustic consultant for 

compliance with the requirements of NOISE-R3 of the SWDP.  

b) The selection, location and operation of mechanical plant and power 

inverters should be reviewed by a qualified acoustic consultant. 

c) Construction works should be managed through a Construction 

Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) certified by the 

Council prior to any works commencing. 

Assessment of Effects 

76 I note again for reference that the noise limits in the SWDP are the same 

for both the current zone and the proposed zone, and the current zoning of 

the subject site does not preclude establishing residential buildings 

77 The difference between the current and proposed zones (in context of 

noise) pertains to potential density of development. As such, the character 

of noise enabled by the proposed zone would not materially differ from the 

character of noise enabled by the current zone. The increased density may 

increase noise levels, but would not materially change the character of 

noise.  
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78 With regard to the noise levels from increased density (including noise from 

the new roads within the subject site and the maximum allowed noise 

levels from each new potential lot,) noise levels received at the adjacent 

reserve area would be circa LAeq 35dBA. I note this is generally in-line with 

ambient noise levels across the majority of the reserve from current 

activities within the reserve.  

79 For context, I also quote the following from NOISE-PR1 of the SWDP:  

“Historically, noise rules and New Zealand’s environmental noise 

standards have often been based upon existing noise levels in an area. 

This approach is now disappearing, as it is recognised that if there is to 

be development in an area, noise rules must provide an appropriate level 

of amenity for the developed area, whilst at the same time allowing 

noise generating activities to generate reasonable levels of noise. The 

assumption that new residential units and/or business can be introduced 

into an area and somehow still maintain a noise level consistent with an 

undeveloped area is generally impractical. The purpose of the district 

plan’s noise limits is to allow development while controlling noise to an 

appropriate level.” 

80 With regard to the potential for noise to propagate across the lake, the 

highest cumulative noise levels from the proposed zone (assuming an 

unrealistic worst-case scenario) would be circa 30dBA at the edge of the 

lake. Even if noise propagated without attenuation across the lake, these 

noise levels would be below typically encountered noise in rural 

environments. While some domestic activities (e.g. lawn mowing) would be 

audible in the vicinity and potentially across the lake, this would be similar 

to noise events that currently occur in the area (e.g. use of a small 

generator in the reserve).  

81 As per the above, I am of the opinion that the proposed zoning would not 

introduce noise with material adverse effects on the surrounding 

environment.  
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Section 42a Report 

82 I reviewed the Section 42a (S42a) Hearing Report, including matters in the 

Reporting officers report pertaining to acoustics.  

83 The S42a report indicates that bunding is required along the boundary with 

SH3036. I agree with this recommendation as a best practicable option to 

reduce outdoor noise levels from traffic.  I note that indoor noise levels are 

managed through building envelope design to achieve the required internal 

noise limits.  

84 The S42a report considers the proposed reverse sensitivity covenants37 an 

appropriate mechanism to mitigate reverse sensitivity concerns. I agree 

with this as detailed in paragraphs 47 - 60 of my evidence above.  

Conclusions 

85 Noise from a residential development enabled by the Plan Change can 

readily comply with the noise limits, provided the design, selection, and 

location of mechanical services and inverters are acoustically reviewed to 

the satisfaction of the Council. Any non-compliance would be a matter of 

enforcement and furthermore would likely affect adjacent lots within the 

subject site (between lots) before affecting the surrounding area.  

86 The increase in traffic along SH30 would conservatively result in an increase 

of noise levels at circa 3dBA. This is the threshold of most people to 

differentiate between noise levels, and as such would barely be noticeable 

for most people, especially considering existing traffic includes a high 

percentage of heavy vehicles.  

87 Construction works for the type of development that would be enabled by 

the proposed zoning can practicably be managed within the compliance 

limits at all receivers provided the works are managed through a council 

certified CNVMP. 

 
36 S42a Report Paragraph 7.43 
37 S42a Report Paragraph 8.100 
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88 Within the subject site, dwellings and other buildings containing noise 

sensitive activities can readily be designed to comply with the internal 

noise limits from traffic noise. 

89 Reverse sensitivity covenants are proposed against all titles within the 

subject site. These ensure new occupants acknowledge and are aware of 

the noise environment at the subject site, and are an effective mechanism 

to mitigate reverse sensitivity issues.  

90 The proposed plan change would not introduce unreasonable noise on the 

surrounding environment. 

 

Alex Jacob  

09/10/2025 

 

 

 


	STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF ALEX ELI JACOB
	Introduction
	Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses
	Scope of evidence
	Noise descriptors and factors
	Applicable noise standards
	Noise Environment
	Acoustic considerations
	Acoustic Considerations – Noise  generated by Residential Activities
	Reverse Sensitivity
	Construction Noise and Vibration
	Compliance Assessment
	Recommendations
	Assessment of Effects
	Section 42a Report
	Conclusions
	Alex Jacob
	09/10/2025

