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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE OF ALEX ELI JACOB (ACOUSTICS) 

Introduction 

1 My name is Alex Eli Jacob. I prepared a statement of evidence dated 9 

October 2025 (EIC). My qualifications and experience are set out in 

paragraphs 1-2 of my EIC. 

2 As per paragraph 6 of my EIC, I confirm I have read and understood the 

Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses and agree to 

comply with it. 

Noise Environment 

1 The current noise environment in the vicinity of the subject site includes: 

a) State Highway 30 (SH30) along the eastern boundary, currently 

carrying circa 489 vehicles per day with a peak of 118 vehicle 

movements per hour. Noise levels were measured at LAeq (15 minutes) 

62dB within circa 10m of the road edge.  

b) Noise from Whakamaru Power Station to the north-west, which is 

limited by the noise control overlay to LAeq (15 minutes) 45dB at circa 

35m from the northern boundary of the site.  

c) Recreational noise from reserve and lake to the west and south, 

which can vary in any area within the reserve from LAeq 35-40dB to 

LAeq 50-55dB in some areas (e.g. where generators are used)  

d) Forestry noise to the east and north, generally dominated by noise 

from the State Highway.   

2 Noise sources from potential developments enabled by the proposed plan: 

a) Domestic activities typical of residential dwellings. 

b) Mechanical plant, required to support solar power. This includes use 

of power inverters and backup generators.    

c) Internal traffic of circa 561 vehicle movements per day with 73 

vehicle movements during peak hour.  
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d) Additional traffic along SH30, increasing by an additional 561 

vehicles per day and an additional 73 vehicle movements per hour.   

Applicable Noise Standards 

3 A number of regulatory controls apply to the subject site in context of noise 

and vibration generated and received. For brevity I list these here and refer 

to the applicable paragraphs in my EIC for the detailed criteria.  

a) Noise between sites: (e.g. 7am to 10pm:  LAeq (15 minutes) 50dB at the 

notional boundaries). [Paragraphs 14, 15 of my EIC]  

b) Nosie across Lake Whakamaru: (e.g. 7am to 7pm LAeq (15 minutes) 50dB). 

[Paragraph 16 of my EIC] 

c) Noise Indoors: within 80m of State Highway 30 (e.g. LAeq (24 hours) 

35dB) [Paragraph 17 of my EIC] 

d) Vibration: [Paragraph 18 of my EIC]   

e) Construction Noise: [Paragraph 19 of my EIC] 

Acoustic Considerations – Domestic Activities 

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

would typically be unremarkable in the context of noise generated. Dwellings 

are typically considered the sensitive noise receivers in an environment.   

5 Furthermore, I note that noise generated by a development enabled by the 

proposed plan change would be limited by the regulatory limits between lots 

within the subject site, more so than the limits applicable at adjacent sites. 

6 I considered a worst case (albeit unrealistic) scenario where each potential 

lot within the Site generates the maximum allowed noise at their neighbour. 

This scenario would result in the highest noise levels in the reserve at circa 

LAeq 35dB at the closest areas reducing to 28-31dBA at the centre  

7 I am of the opinion that noise at these levels, in addition to being compliant 

with the applicable noise limits, would not interrupt recreational activities in 

the reserve, and would not be materially higher than current noise levels.  
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Noise Generated by Mechanical Services and Inverters 

8 It is my understanding that a development would include solar power, which 

requires inverters and backup generators. I note it would not usually be 

possible to assess noise from mechanical and ancillary services at this stage. 

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

mechanical plant and power inverters is reviewed at the time of building 

consent, to the satisfaction of the Council. 

Noise Generated by Internal Traffic 

10 Considering internal roads would carry circa 561 vehicles per day, these 

internal roads would not be subject to regulatory controls, as the applicable 

standard is limited to roads carrying at least 2,000 vehicles per day.  

11 Nevertheless, based on a scenario where the peak 73 traffic movement per 

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

of buildings, noise levels at the reserve would be circa LAeq 30dB.  

12 Noise at this level would be compliant with the applicable noise limits, would 

not interrupt or disrupt recreational activities, and would not be materially 

higher than ambient noise levels in the reserve.  

Noise Generated by Additional Traffic on SH30 

13 Conservatively assuming the percentage of heavy vehicles remains as it is 

currently, the increase in traffic along SH30 from a potential development 

would result in traffic noise increasing by circa 3dBA.  

14 I note 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. 

Construction Noise and Vibration 

15 Noise and vibration from the types of construction works associated with the 

proposed zoning would generally be in line with effects anticipated by the 

SWDP and the associated national standard. 
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16 As it is not possible to assess construction methodologies at this stage, I 

recommend that any construction works are managed through a 

Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) certified by 

the Council prior to any works commencing.  

Noise received 

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

SH30. Based on a design year doubling traffic volumes, and assuming vehicle 

speeds of 110km/hr, I prepared predictive models for cumulative noise 

receiver including from SH30.  

18 Noise levels predicted at the façades the closest potential buildings to SH30 

would be circa LAeq (24hours) 48dB at ground floors and circa LAeq (24hours) 54dB at 

upper floors. Noise levels predicted at the façades of buildings closest to the 

reserve would be circa LAeq 37dB. 

19 Noise from Whakamaru Hydroelectric Power Station would be at circa LAeq 

44dB at the northern end of the subject site. I note this would be materially 

lower than noise from SH30 traffic. 

20 The characteristics of noise received by the subject site are not unusual for 

residential premises commonly established in proximity to roads, reserves, 

open spaces, rivers, lakes or coastal areas. 

21 In context of compliance with internal noise limits for noise from SH30, 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).  

Reverse Sensitivity 

22 Reverse sensitivity is usually a concern when acoustically conflicting land 

uses are located in proximity to each other, and especially if the noise 

environment differs from what occupants “expect”. Complaints are more 

likely when there is a lack of awareness of the noise environment.   

23 I note that the proposed plan change would not alter the type of land use of 

the subject site in context of acoustics. The current zoning of the subject site 
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allows for establishing residential premises with the same types of noise 

sensitivities as would be enabled by the proposed plan change.  

24 The proposed plan change would however increase the number of potential 

occupants at the subject site which increases the statistical likelihood of 

occupants lacking awareness of the existing noise environment. 

25 As such, reverse sensitivity covenants are proposed to be included on all 

titles within the subject site to protect the activities and operations of 

facilities in the vicinity of the subject site. 

26 Reverse sensitivity covenants ensure new occupants acknowledge and are 

aware of the noise environment in proximity to the subject site, which would 

“filter out” potential occupants with higher sensitivities to noise.   

Compliance  

27 In context of noise generated, 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 

enforcement and furthermore would likely occur within the Subject Site 

before occurring at adjacent areas. 

28 In context of noise received, 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.  

29 In context of construction noise and vibration, I am of the opinion these 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 

30 As detailed in paragraph 75 of my EIC, I make a number of recommendations 

including review of the design and materials for buildings within 80m of 

SH30, review of the selection, location and shielding of mechanical plant and 

inverters, and control of construction works through a CNVMP.  
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Effects  

31 The current zoning of the subject site does not preclude establishing 

residential buildings. The difference between the current and proposed 

zones (in context of noise) pertains to potential density of development. The 

increased density may increase noise levels, but would not materially change 

the character of noise. 

32 Taking into account the predicted increase in noise levels, the proposed plan 

change would not introduce unreasonable noise levels or character on the 

surrounding environment.  

33 Reverse sensitivity covenants are proposed against all titles which ensure 

new occupants are aware of the noise environment at the subject site.   

34 In context of effects from operational noise, I refer to the quote from the 

SWPD in paragraph 79 of my EIC.  

35 In context of effects from construction works, I refer to the quote from the 

national standard in paragraph 61 of my EIC. 

S42a Report 

36 The S42a report considers the proposed reverse sensitivity covenants  an 

appropriate mechanism to mitigate reverse sensitivity concerns. I agree with 

this as detailed in paragraphs 47 - 60 of my EIC. 

Submissions 

37 I reviewed the submissions made in context of noise and vibration and note 

that I have covered the concerns raised in my assessment report and EIC.  

Alex Eli Jacob 

3 November 2025 
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